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CHAPTER  VII. 

ELEMENTS,  ASPECTS,  AND  CONDITIONS. 


§  I.  THE  distinction  of  the  two  aspects  in  philosophy, 

and  the    analysis    of  the    subjective   aspect    and   its         — 

methods,  have  now  reached  a  point  at  which  we  may     Elements  of 

t  *        Phenomena. 

profitably  begin  to  make  some  application  of  the  dis 
tinctions  and  principles  therein  discovered  to  philoso 
phical  reasoning  upon  phenomena  at  large.  In  the 
present  Chapter  accordingly  I  take  for  examination 
the  distinction  of  elements  and  aspects,  in  contrast 
both  with  each  other  and  with  conditions,  a  term 
which  is  continually  confused  with  them. 

We  have  seen  what  is  meant  by  the  term  c  object- 
matter  of  reflection,'  and  by  what  processes,  and  under 
what  categories,  reflection  deals  with  this  object- 
matter  ;  namely,  by  conceptual  processes,  and  under 
the  categories  classed  as  simple  and  modal.  These 
are  the  methods  employed  by  reflection.  But  it  is 
not  with  these  that  we  have  now  to  do,  at  least  in 
their  character  of  categories  and  methods  ;  it  is  with 
the  application  of  some  of  them  to  the  object-matter  it- 
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self,  and  with  their  contradistinction  from  each  other. 
To  a  great  extent  the  present  examination  goes  over 
old  ground  again ;  but  with  this  new  purpose  in  view, 
namely,  to  show  what  false  routes  are  opened  up 
by  not  adhering  to  the  distinctions  which  we  have 
already  drawn,  but  confusing  them  with  each  other, 
or  even  forgetting  them  altogether.  I  begin  then 
with  the  simple  categories  of  element  and  aspect, 
which  we  have  already  made  much  use  of,  and  pro 
ceed  to  distinguish  them  from  another  simple  cate 
gory,  that  of  condition,  as  well  as  from  each  other. 

I  will  first  draw  the  distinctions  anew,  and  define 
the  terms  which  name  them,  then  justify  the  defini 
tions,  and  finally  draw  some  of  the  consequences 
which  flow  from  them.  Premising,  then,  that  we  take 
phenomena  as  objects  of  reflection,  and  as  percepts, 
that  is,  in  their  first  intention,  I  state  that  we  may 
take  any  such  object  in  three  ways;  we  may  see,  1st, 
what  its  constituents  are  as  perceived ;  2nd,  what  cha 
racter  it  bears  as  a  whole,  which  no  other  object 
bears;  and  3rd,  with  what  other  things,  not  itself,  it 
stands  in  some  definite  time  or  space  relations.  It  is 
evident  that  anything  can  be  regarded  in  these  three 
ways;  we  do  not  need  to  make  the  proviso  that  it 
must  be  an  object  of  reflection  in  its  first  intention. 
We  are  applying  a  perfectly  general  method ;  but,  in 
choosing  this  particular  kind  of  objects  to  treat  in 
this  way,  we  are  applying  it  to  the  special  object- 
matter  of  philosophy.  The  constituents  discovered 
in  such  objects  are  what  1  call  elements ;  the  peculiar 
and  exclusive  characters  of  the  whole  are  what  I  call 
aspects;  and  the  other  things  to  which  the  one  in 
question  is  related  are  what  I  call  conditions  of  that 
object. 
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The  whole  of  metaphysic  rests  ultimately  and  in 
the  last  resort  upon  this  perceptual  analysis  of  objects 
of  reflection.  The  examination  of  elements  and  as 
pects  gives  the  determination  of  the  Nature  of  pheno 
mena,  and  is  a  statical  examination;  that  of  conditions 
gives  their  Genesis  or  History,  and  is  a  dynamical 
examination.  The  questions  in  metaphysic  are,  to 
determine  what  are  the  ultimate  elements  of  pheno 
mena,  what  if  any  are  the  universal  elements  of 
phenomena,  and  what  if  any  are  the  ultimate  and 
universal  aspects  of  phenomena.  The  determination 
of  the  conditions  of  phenomena  is  riot  strictly  speaking 
a  metaphysical  question;  arid  that  for  two  reasons, 
the  first  of  which  is,  that  it  cannot  be  made  an  uni 
versal  question,  but  must  always  be  a  question  as  to 
the  conditions  of  this  or  that  particular  object;  for 
the  sum  of  things,  phenomena  as  a  whole,  can  have 
no  conditions  outside  itself,  it  is  a  contradiction  in 
terms.  The  second  reason,  depending  on  this,  is, 
that  to  take  the  question  of  condition  as  if  universal, 
that  is,  to  seek  what  conditionality  or  nexus  itself 
consists  in,  is  according  to  Ferrier's  theorem  i1  Frustra 
quairitur  quomodo  inter  ea  conjunctio  efficitur,  quce  non 
nisi  conjuncta  reperiuntur,  to  seek  an  analysis  of  the 
ultimate  constituents  of  objects,  and  therefore  falls 
under  the  enquiry  into  elements. 

If  there  is  one  thing  more  than  another  which 
must  be  fatal  to  any  philosophical  doctrine,  it  is  con 
fusion  between  these  three  well-marked  categories  of 
elements,  aspects,  and  conditions,  and  the  consequent 
reference  of  anything  to  one  category  when  it  belongs 
to  another;  elements  or  conditions  are  thus  made  to 
do  duty  as  aspects  ;  aspects  or  conditions  as  elements ; 
1  See  Chapter  VI.  Vol.  I.  p.  436-7. 
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Vii!'  conditions  as  both  at  once;  aspects  or  elements  as 
77-  conditions.  We  get  empirical  or  ontological  systems 
instead  of  metaphysical  ones;  systems  which  clump 
what  ought  to  be  analysed,  and  analyse  what  ought 
to  be  clumped.  There  are  but  two  great  divisions  of 
professed  philosophies,  the  empirical  and  the  meta 
physical.  The  ontological  sort  is  a  case  of  the  empi 
rical;  only  differing  from  it  in  having  its  entities 
more  abstract  and  unpopular.  The  great  Neo-platon- 
ist  ontology  had,  in  its  ro  "Ev,  a  clumped  object  which 
ought  to  have  been  analysed.  The  empirical  philo 
sophy  which  takes  Force  as  the  Cause  of  Motion,  or 
of  Change  in  respect  of  Motion,  has  a  clumped  object, 
Force,  which  ought  to  be  analysed.  The  same  may 
be  said  of  the  philosophy  which  takes  Matter,  whether 
with  or  without  motion,  as  the  ultimate  existence. 
Matter,  Force,  and  ro  gv,  are  each  of  them  nothing 
but  phenomena,  isolated,  and  imagined  as  if  existing 
absolutely  in  any  case,  avsv  rrjg  uXqg  in  some  cases. 

First,  then,  as  to  the  ultimate  and  universal  ele 
ments  of  phenomena.  These  are  three  in  number, 
the  element  of  Feeling,  which  we  have  called  the 
material  element;  the  element  of  Time  or  duration; 
and  the  element  of  Space,  which  primarily  attaches 
only  to  the  two  kinds  of  feeling  known  as  sight  and 
touch,  including  or  combined  with  sense  of  effort  in 
muscle  or  nerve.  The  two  latter  elements,  those  of 
Time  and  Space,  are  called  the  formal  elements. 

The  proof  that  these  elements  are  ultimate  and, 
subject  to  the  above  restriction  in  the  case  of  space, 
universal  elements  in  all  phenomena,  is  in  one  sense 
coextensive  with,  arid  to  be  drawn  from,  all  parts  of 
experience.  There  is  no  experience  which  does  not 
prove  it.  It  is  a  case  of  not  seeing  the  wood  for  the 
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trees,  if  any  one  supposes  himself  not  to  see  it.  But 
the  way  to  look  for  it,  the  guidance  of  the  eye  to  see 
the  wood  in  the  trees,  may  be  given  as  follows.  Take 
any  general  phenomenon,  no  matter  whether  objective 
or  subjective;  say  for  instance  an  objective  one, 
motion ;  whatever  is  a  case  of  motion  will  be  covered 
by  its  analysis,  and  must  include  the  analysis  of 
motion  in  its  own.  How  is  motion  to  be  defined? 
or,  in  other  words,  What  is  motion  ?  To  define  it 
you  must  take  it  subjectively,  and  ask  what  is  per 
ceived  in  perceiving  motion.  Subjectively,  motion 
is  change  of  feelings  in  respect  of  space.  Those  are 
its  elements  of  analysis,  which,  put  together  in  a  term 
of  extension,  become  its  definition.  But  what  is 
change  ?  Different  feelings  replacing  one  another  in 
time.  Everywhere  we  get  the  same  three  ultimate 
elements,  time,  space,  feeling.  Change  is  not  an  ulti 
mate  element ;  it  is  an  ultimate  concrete  or  empirical. 
It  is  the  ultimate  empirical  in  time  consciousness 
alone,  as  motion  is  the  ultimate  empirical  in  the  form 
of  space  as  well  as  time.  And  you  cannot  make 
change  an  ultimate  element  without  violating  Ferrier's 
theorem,  for  it  is  those  two  elements,  time  and  feel 
ing,  taken  together,  and  is  nothing  beyond  these. 
They  are  its  analysis  and  definition,  not  it  theirs. 

It  would  be  waste  of  time  in  a  work  like  the 
present,  addressed  in  some  sort  ad  clerum,,  to  follow 
out  in  other  instances  the  same  proof.  For  every 
thing  may  be  brought  under  the  categories  of  motion 
or  of  change,  as  cases  of  the  one  or  of  the  other. 
Suppose,  for  instance,  we  were  to  define  Music,  Paint 
ing,  Justice,  Expediency,  Law,  Chemical  Structure, 
Molecules,  Atoms,  &c.  &c.; — all  such  common  things, 
however  abstract,  are  plainly  analy sable  and  definable 
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CH°Vir!'     as  cases  °f  change  or  of  motion.      The  difficulty  in 
•^7         philosophy  has  been  in   dealing,  not  with   acknow 
ledged  existents  such  as  these,  but  with  the  imagi 
nary  entities  formed  from  them,  their  supposed  causes, 
as  for  instance,  Force,  The  Will,  Freedom,  Substance, 
Action.  In  dealing  with  such  entia  phantasies  as  these, 
the  only  method  is  that  of  reflection,  namely,  to  ask 
what  we  mean    by  the  terms  ;  which  is  Aristotle's 
famous  method,  always  to  insist  on  being  told,  of  this 
or  that  phrase,  ri  ffqpufvet ;  and  again  in  definitions, 
it  is  Aristotle's  method  to  require  that  the  ri  ov  shall 
be  laid  at  the  basis,  as  a  genus,  thus  avoiding  the 
fallacious  "that  which"  in  definitions.     For  a  "  that 
which"  in  definitions  usually  introduces  an  attempt 
to  define  the  proposed  definiendum  by  its  effects  or 
by  its  conditions,  by  what  it  does  or  suffers  instead 
of  by  what  it  is.1    I  say  usually,  for  the  phrase  cannot 
wholly  be  avoided ;  it  is  useful  not  only  for  brevity's 
sake  where  the  genus  is  known,  but  also  for  intro 
ducing  descriptions  of  ultimates  which  cannot  be  de 
fined.     But  in  definitions  it  should  always  be  closely 
questioned,    and  Aristotle's  rule  applied.      Unques 
tioned,  there  is  no  end  to  the  entia  phantasies  which 
may  be  brought  in  by  it,  as  supposed  causes  of  phe 
nomenal  effects. 

These  three  ultimate  and  universal  elements  of  phe 
nomena  (subject  always  to  the  restriction  as  to  space) 
are  the  metaphysical  elements  of  phenomena.  By  this 
is  meant  that,  being  subjective,  they  are  also  insepar 
able  though  distinguishable  ;  are  not  concrete  and 
empirical  separately,  but  only  in  conjunction  with 
one  another.  They  are  the  further  analysis  of  the 
ultimate  concretes  or  empiricals.  There  must  be  a 

1  Topica,  Z.  5.  p.  142,  b.  22.     d&vrspog,  si  lv  ywu   x.r.A. 
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conjunction  of  a  formal  with  a  material  element  as 
the  analysis  of  every  concrete  or  empirical  object. 
Feeling  is  combined  either  with  time  alone,  or  with 
time  and  space  together.  Time  and  space,  the  two 
formal  elements,  make  no  empirical  object  without 
feeling  For  the  divisions  or  distinctions  in  both  of 

o 

them  come  only  from  feeling.  Pure  time  and  pure 
space  have,  so  to  speak,  no  hold  of  one  another. 

Time,  space,  and  feeling,  then,  the  ultimate  meta 
physical  elements  of  phenomena,  stand  in  the  place 
not  only  of  Aristotle's  Categories,  but  also  of  what 
we  may  call  his  two  ultimate  categories  beyond  these, 
namely,  Matter  and  Form,  V\T}  and  fi»ef^,  or  itiog. 
But  with  this  difference,  that  matter  is  no  longer  an 
indefinite,  merely  potential,  something,  unknowable 
by  itself,  uyvucrog  xaff  avrw.1  For  it  is  now  named  by 
a  word  with  a  well-known  meaning.  Feeling.  The 
two  Aristotelian  categories,  matter  and  form,  are  not 
included  in  his  famous  Ten,  but  stand  apart  from 
them ;  these  being  so  many  modes  of  form,  requiring 
an  indefinite  subject-matter  upon  which  to  be  im 
posed,  and  that  in  just  so  many  generically  different 
modes  as  there  are  categories.  The  subject-matter 
is  thus  divided  into  ten  different  sorts,  not  indeed 
equally  ultimate,  some  being  reducible  to  others,  but 
still  generically  different  sorts  of  matter,  or  existents, 
6Wa,  each  of  which  has  its  own  laws  of  causation,  and 
gives  rise  to  a  science  devoted  peculiarly  to  its  in 
vestigation.2 

The  Categories,  thus  brought  into  connection  with 

1  Metaph.  Z.  10.  p.  1036,  a.  9. 

2  Metaph.  A.  6.  p.  1016,  b.  33  ;  7.  p.  1017,  a.  23  ;  28.  p.  1024, 
b.  10-16;  r.  2.  p.  1003,  b.  12  ;  p.  1004,  a.  5  ;  E.  1.  p.  1025,  b.  7  ; 
0.  1.  p.  1045,  b.  27-33;  I.  3,  p.  1054,  b.  27-31. 
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matter  and  form,  are  no  longer  a  mere  list  of  percep 
tual  qualities  or  attributes,  each  of  which  is  a  general 
term  or  genus  in  logic,  zafloXou  &>$  noim,  but  are  a  list 
of  genera  or  classes  of  empirical  substantive  existents, 
yivi)  ruv  ovrwv.  Each  category  is  the  "form"  of  a  pecu 
liar  "  matter,"  and  this  matter  is  found  in  all  the 
individuals  belonging  to  the  class,  matter  being  con 
ceived  as  belonging  to  the  world  of  intelligibles,  voriru, 
as  well  as  to  the  world  of  sensibles,  a/V^ra,  and  ex 
pressly  included  in  everything  except  what  may  turn 
out  to  be  a  case  of  pure  form,  although  substantial, 
namely,  of  the  ri  qv  iimi.1  The  relation  of  genus  to 
species  in  logic  is  analogous  to  this  relation  of  matter 
to  form  in  substantive  existents,  inasmuch  as  a  com 
mon  notion,  that  of  the  genus,  is  specialised  into 
definiteness  by  the  addition  of  differentia.  But  ob 
serve,  (and  this  is  just  one  of  the  most  slippery  places 
in  philosophy),  the  parallel  is  not  exact;  for  in  sub 
stantive  existents  there  are  but  two  concurrents, 
matter  and  form,  the  form  being  prior  to  the  matter 
as  known  to  us ;  while  in  logic  there  are  two  concur 
rents,  genus  and  differentia,  and  a  third  besides,  the 
resultant  species,  of  which  those  two  together  are  the 
definition.  In  the  latter  case  the  union  of  the  two 
concurrents  is,  in  the  former  it  is  not,  a  third  thing  ; 
there  is  a  third  thing  in  logic,  but  not  in  existence. 

These  considerations  will  throw  some  light  on  an 
ambiguity  which  has  always  been  a  puzzle  to  students 
of  the  Aristotelian  Categories,  an  ambiguity  which  can 
not  be  removed  from  them  as  they  stand.  It  consists 
in  their  mixing  up  substantive  existents  with  attributes 
or  determinations,  and  consequently  appearing  now 
as  a  list  of  summa  genera  of  existents,  ykvr\  ruv  ovrav, 
1  Metaph.  z.  10.  p.  1036,  a.  8;  11.  p.  1036,  b.  35. 
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and  now  as  a  list  of  summa  genera  of  attributes, 

rqg  Karriyogiag,   or   xaQoXov  ug  xoivd.     And  the   ambi-          ^77 

guity  is  irremovable  because  it  is  found  in  the  name     PhSJ5E£i* 

of  the  first  category,  which  is  most  frequently  called 

ovffta,  in  which  sense  it  is  the  special  object-matter 

of  the  Metaphysica;  but  is  also  very  often  called  ri, 

or  ri  kffrtv,  which  involves  an  adjectival  character. 

Aristotle  in  fact  used  his  list  of  Categories,  (how 
ever  he  was  led  to  them),  for  two  different  purposes, 
which  he  was  enabled  to  do  because  they  were  a  per 
ceptual  analysis,  or  list  of  features  in  objects  as  per 
cepts.  As  such,  they  stood  related  to  Logic  on  one 
side,  to  further  analysis  of  percepts  as  existents  on 
the  other  side.  The  list  of  categories,  in  its  relation 
to  logic,  is  opposed  to  the  logical  categories  of  genus, 
species,  proprium,  accident ;  and  in  this  use  they  are 
a  list  consisting  of  existents  (1st  category)  and  nine 
generic  perceptual  attributes  (the  other  categories). 
But  as  facing  towards  the  further  analysis  of  percepts 
as  existents,  they  are  brought  into  connection  with 
metaphysic  as  a  whole,  and  the  special  sciences  which 
hold  under  it,  in  virtue  of  the  analysis  of  phenomena 
generally  into  matter  and  form;  and  in  this  use  they 
are  a  list  consisting  of  pure  existents  (1st  category) 
and  nine  genera  of  modified  existents  (the  other  cate 
gories),  into  which  existence  enters  with  special  modi 
fications,  as  quantities,  qualities,  arid  relations. 

Thus  there  are,  with  Aristotle,  two  great  orders, 
the  order  of  Existence  and  the  order  of  Logic,  with 
different  sets  of  principles,  a£%a/\  appropriate  to  each.1 
The  Categories  are  common  to  both.  And  the  whole 

1  Metaph.  B.  1.  p.  996,  a.  1.     tV/   ai  ap^ai   itorzpov  dp, 
upiff/iivai,  xa!  a't  sv  roi$  Xoyoig  xa/  ai  sv  r&  u«-0xi//^)y. 
See  also  cap.  3.  of  the  same  Book,  p.  998,  a.  20  et  seqq. 
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scope  and  purpose  of  the  order  of  logic  is  to  discover 
the  order  of  existence.  The  ri  yjv  iimi  is  the  logical 
name  for  the  ultimate  oveioc,  which  lies  at  the  root  or 
heart  of  every  substantive  existent.  And  to  discover 
the  riTfV  zJvai  in  Metaphysic  would  be  to  discover  the 
pure  as  well  as  ultimate  ovfft'a  of  existence  at  large, 
or  as  existing.  There  is  thus  a  certain  parallelism 
between  the  logical  and  existential  analyses,  which 
we  may  exhibit  thus : 


EXISTENTIAL. 
OVffia 


LOGICAL. 
7i     v  tlvai 


It  is  worth  while  to  remark,  that  while  Aristotle 
had  so  far  advanced  beyond  Plato,  as  to  banish  the 
%a^ora  s'&q  from  logic,  he  distinctly  stopped  short  of 
banishing  their  parallel,  ovffta,  and  a  fortiori  pure  0y<r/a, 
from  the  order  of  existence.  As  remarked  in  a  previ 
ous  Chapter,  he  left  causative  agency  in,  and  therefore 
predicable  of,  the  sr^ay/^ara,  while  denying  its  separate 
existence  Kugu  ru  Trguypura,  in  the  shape  of  g/'&y. 
This  causative  agency  he  conceived  as  residing  in  the 
over/at,  and  as  derived  ultimately  from  the  owict  xugurrq, 
azivqrog,  aft/of,  which  wras  pure  energy,  actus  purus, 
without  anything  merely  potential,  therefore  without 
anything  material,  about  it ;  the  ovciot,  of  ovtrfa  itself, 
so  to  speak,  was  wgystu.  And  this  was  his  solu 
tion  of  the  great  problem  of  metaphysic,  or  as  he 
conceived  it  of  Ontology. 

Notwithstanding  that  his  own  analysis  clearly  led 
to  the  difference  pointed  out  above  between  logical 
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objects  and  substantive  existents,  namely,  that  only 
in  the  logical  objects  there  is  a  third  thing,  differing 
from  the  union  of  the  two  elements ;  and  notwith 
standing  that  he  had  rejected  this  third  thing  in  the 
case  of  logic,  as  a  •xpgtffTW  elibos;  he  yet  did  not  see 
that  there  was  no  third  thing  at  all,  but  retained  it 
as  an  explanation  of  substantive  existence. 

Now  I  maintain  that  my  list  of  elements,  Feeling, 
Time,  and  Space,  fills  the  place  and  performs  the 
functions  of  Aristotle's  Categories ;  not  only  are  they 
a  list  of  ultimate,  irreducible,  perceptual  attributes, 
but  these  attributes,  in  various  combinations,  give 
the  ukimate  kinds  under  which  existents  can  be 
brought,  as  cases  or  instances  under  the  logical  cate 
gories  of  genus,  differentia,  and  species.  I  mean  that 
feeling  and  form  are  ultimately  the  two  intersectors 
which  stand  as  logical  genus  and  differentia  to  each 
other,  and  so  combined  are  a  species.  To  some  com 
bination  of  them  every  perceived  or  imagined  pro 
perty  can  be  reduced.  They  it  is  which,  when  fixed 
upon  by  volition,  become  concepts  in  predication  and 
stand  as  genus  and  differentia  to  each  other  in  terms 
of  extension.  This  passing  through  the  logical  mill, 
so  to  speak,  gives  them  back  as  existents,  classifiable 
under  ygwy  rSiv  ovrvv,  whereas  they  went  in  as  deter 
minations  or  attributes  of  existents,  or  rather  (and 
more  accurately)  as  features  in  percepts  which  after 
wards,  when  we  have  got  the  notion  of  existent  to 
compare  them  with,  we  call  determinations  of  exist 
ents,  classifiable  under  ykvri  ruv  xanpyogwy* 

We  are  here  upon  ground  far  more  abstract  than 
the  common  psychological  distinction  between  objects 
of  sense  and  objects  of  reasoning.  For  we  are  beyond 
the  commencement  of  judgment,  and  we  traverse  the 
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1'  distinctions  between  modes  of  feeling,  such  as  the 
"^7  bodily  senses,  or  these  and  the  emotions,  or  between 
Phenomena!  tne  various  emotions  and  passions.  In  every  moment 
of  consciousness,  however  short  or  incomplex,  there 
is,  as  shown  in  previous  Chapters,  a  formal  feature 
and  a  material  feature  distinguishable  but  inseparable, 
and  the  material  feature  is  double,  that  is,  consists  of 
two  different  sub -feelings.  Arid  this  fully  bears  out 
Aristotle's  doctrine,  that  sense  is  a  critical,  that  is,  a 
discriminating  faculty,  though  not  a  faculty  of  judg 
ment.1  Sense  does  not  judge,  but  gives  us  the  mate 
rials  of  judgment;  but  these  must  be  incipient  or 
incohate  judgments,  or  else  they  would  not  ^enable 
us  to  go  on  to  complete  ones.  We  see  perceptual 
determinations  which  afterwards  are  either  general 
ised  and  classified  in  thought,  or  else  are  referred  by 
thought  to  previous  classifications;  the  operation  in 
the  latter  case  being  often  so  easy  and  habitual  as  to 
have  long  sunk  below  the  threshold  of  consciousness. 
But  this  circumstance  does  not  make  it  an  operation 
of  special  and  so-called  intuitive  sense;  rather  it  is 
the  reason  for  holding  it  not  to  be  so. 

In  this  light  we  must  read  the  passage  of  the 
Posterior  Analytics,2  where  Aristotle  speaks  of  sense 
being  u  of  the  general."  He  is  here  describing  a  con 
ceptual  process,  and  points  out  at  what  step  of  that 
process  sense  comes  in.  Sense  is  neither  of  the  uni 
versal  nor  of  the  particular,  as  such,  because  it  is  of 
objects  as  percepts  and  not  as  concepts,  and  these  are 

1  De  Anima,  III.  2.  p.  426,  b.  8. 

2  Anal.  Post.   B.  19,  p.  100,  a.  15  :    <ndvro<;  yap  ruv  adiapopuv 
gyo£,  rtpurov  /ASV  sv  ry  ^v%fj  xa^oAoy   (xa/  yap  aiffQavzrai  ftsv  TO  xa$' 
s'/taffTov,  YI  d   aiG&r^cic,  rou  >ta$oXou  SGTIV^  ofov  av^ouTOu,  aAX'  ov  KaXX/ou 
ai/^WTTou)  <7rd\iv  sv  rovroig  '/ffrarai  tug  av  ra  afA&prj  ffrJj  xa/  ra 

o/ov  TOIOV&I  £,woy,  ewg  £.<w  *  x&i  sv  TOUTUJ  uffavrug. 
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conceptual  distinctions.  At  the  same  time  it  is  of 
both  incidentally,  x,ura  ffvpfo3ji%o$,  because  all  its  ob 
jects  become  afterwards  universals  or  particulars  indif 
ferently.  Although,  says  Aristotle,  it  is  Callias^  an 
individual,  that  is  the  object  perceived,  yet  what  sense 
perceives  is  not  Callias,  but  general  qualities,  say  the 
qualities  that  make  up  a  human  figure ;  we  see  cer 
tain  modes  of  qualities,  and  putting  them  together 
judge  that  they  are  Callias.  The  words  occur  in  that 
inestimable  passage  in  which  Aristotle  endeavours  to 
seize  and  depict  the  tentative  process  of  induction,  or 
inductive  imagination,  voqaig. 

It  is  a  point  of  the  greatest  importance  that  we 
have  the  elements  of  perception  in  combination  with 
each  other  independently  of  any  exercise  of  attention 
for  the  purpose  of  knowledge,  and  therefore  prior  to 
any  exercise  of  thought  or  conception.  Thought  is 
not  required  to  put  scattered  elements  of  perception 
together ;  the  elements  of  perception  are  always  and 
from  the  first  in  combination  with  each  other.  There 
are  no  such  things  as  scattered  elements  of  percep 
tion,  unless  it  be  that,  in  comparing  any  two  ordered, 
non-scattered,  series,  one  has  less,  the  other  more, 
regularity  in  its  empirical  parts.  That  the  elements 
of  percepts  are  not  and  cannot  be  wholly  disorderly, 
scattered,  or  chaotic,  is  guaranteed  by  two  of  the 
three  kinds  of  them  being  time  and  space,  the  for 
mal  elements.  There  must  be  some  sequence,  and 
some  coexistence,  in  perception,  were  it  only  from 
the  fact  that  feelings  do  not  exist  but  in  time,  or 
in  time  and  space  together. 

But  it  may  be  said  by  the  "scattered  sensation" 
theorist,  that,  granting  so  much,  still  the  differents 
which  come  before  us  in  perception,  in  sequence  or  in 
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coexistence,  may  be  given  to  us  originally  as  chaotic 
sequences  and  coexistences,  never  repeated  twice; 
and  that  thought  is  requisite  to  bring  this  chaos  to 
order  and  regularity.  This,  I  need  not  say,  is  the 
Kantian  theory,  the  Kantian  Categories  of  Thought 
being  proposed  as  the  instrument  with  which  the  Sub 
ject  makes  the  phenomena  orderly,  and  educes  the 
phenomenal  and  natural  world. 

My  reply  to  this  theory,  that  the  sequences  and 
coexistences  of  differents  in  perception  are  chaotic 
unless  and  until  they  are  reduced  to  regularity  by  a 
process  of  thought  with  conceptual  machinery,  is  this  : 
let  us  examine  experience.  What  do  we  find?  For 
my  part  I  find  this,  that  in  presentative  perception, 
say  for  instance  in  running  my  hand  along  this  table 
edge,  or  say  (in  order  to  eliminate  the  personal  action) 
in  watching  a  fly  run  across  a  window  pane,  I  see  a 
series  of  changes  of  position  all  connected  with  one 
another,  and  leaving  behind  them  in  my  memory 
traces  which  in  representation  form  a  curved  con 
tinuous  line  across  the  continuous  surface  of  the  glass. 
All  this  /  see,  although  in  describing  it  I  have  to  use 
language  which  implies  that  I  have  formed  a  notion 
of  what  continuity  is,  what  surface  is,  what  objects 
are,  what  existence  is.  It  makes  no  difference  to  what 
/  see,  what  my  notion  of  continuity  is,  of  surface  is, 
and  so  on.  What  /  see  has  an  order  and  a  regularity 
of  its  own  quite  independent  of  the  classes  of  thoughts 
or  things  to  which  I  afterwards  refer  it;  and  quite 
independent  of  the  attention,  for  the  purpose  of  know 
ing  more,  which  I  may  bestow  upon  it  afterwards  in 
redintegration. 

How  and  why  it  is  reproducible  in  redintegration 
was  shown  in  Chapter  IV.,  namely,  because  every  the 
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least  moment  of  perception,  being  a  moment  of  change, 
contains  a  portion  which  is  strictly  speaking  past,  not 
present.  And  both  its  order  in  original  presentation 
and  its  order  as  reproduced  in  representation  are  not 
products  of,  but  a  prior  pabulum  for,  the  exercise  of 
volition  in  reasoning.  The  trains  of  spontaneous  per 
ceptual  redintegration  repeat  the  trains  of  presentative 
percepts.  There  is  an  order  in  the  sequences  and  co 
existences  of  diiferents  in  both,  which  precedes  and  is 
modified  by  attention  in  voluntary  redintegration  or 
reasoning,  and,  so  modified,  results  in  the  conceptual 
order.  The  train  of  percepts  is  not  disorderly  in  its 
elements,  but  partial  and  therefore  disconnected  as  a 
picture  of  the  world.  And  this  partialness  it  is  which 
we  seek  to  remedy  by  the  conceptual  order. 

There  are  three  several  respects  in  which  percepts 
are  orderly,  independently  of  conception.  First,  in  pre 
sentations  of  sight  and  touch,  there  is  a  shape  or  figure 
in  which  the  sensations  are  presented.  Secondly,  in 
sequences  where  representation  is  involved  with  pre 
sentation,  as  in  the  case  of  the  fly  crossing  a  pane  of 
glass,  there  is  an  order  of  the  parts  of  the  total  image. 
Thirdly,  the  presentations  and  mixed  presentations 
and  representations  are  repeated  in  representations, 
and  this  repetition  is  itself  an  orderliness,  precluding 
the  notion  of  a  sensation  chaos  in  which  nothing  is 
recognisable  as  the  same  with  what  has  gone  before. 

Physiology  also  lends  a  support  to  this  view  of  the 
matter,  by  its  discovery  of  the  nerve  machinery  upon 
which  the  presentations  and  representations  depend. 
And  this  is  saying,  in  other  words,  that  psychology 
furnishes  a  support  to  metaphysic,  in  comparing  the 
genesis  of  states  of  consciousness  with  their  analysis. 
Physiology,  in  fact,  distinguishes  the  nerve  action 
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accompanies  and  supports  sensations,  centri- 
petal  stimulation  of  the  organ,  from  the  nerve  action 
se^  UP  centrifugally  in  consequence  of  this.  The  first 
action  is  that  which  supports  consciousness  simply, 
the  latter  that  which  supports  volitional  consciousness. 
But  no  physiological  action  has  ever  been  discovered 
which  in  any  way  suggests  that  volitional  action  is 
accompanied  with  a  priori  forms  of  thought ;  though 
of  course  this  absence  of  evidence  for,  is  no  conclu 
sive  argument  against,  the  existence  of  such  forms. 
This  is  a  question  ultimately  of  subjective  analysis. 

If  there  were  no  such  order  in  percepts  and  per 
ceptual  spontaneous  redintegrations,  what  hold  could 
any  pure  concepts  or  categories  of  thought  have  over 
the  chaotic  sensation  content,  which  they  are  supposed 
to  form  into  objects  and  reduce  to  order  ?  What 
common  bond  could  there  be  between  them  ?  It 
would  be  necessary  to  go  farther,  and  imagine  the 
sensation  content  to  be  not  only  ordered  but  altoge 
ther  produced  by  the  conceptual  energy.  And  this 
was  in  fact  the  post-Kantian  ontologists'  step  forward 
from  Kant. 

Again,  if  there  were  no  order  in  percepts  and  per 
ceptual  spontaneous  redintegrations,  no  verification 
of  the  conceptual  order  would  be  possible,  supposing 
that  order  to  have  arisen  in  the  a  priori  way  contended 
for  by  Karitians.  There  would  be  no  u  facts"  to  com 
pare  it  with  and  test  it  by,  but  facts  of  its  own  crea 
tion,  facts  with  no  more  testing  power  than  the 
thoughts  which  they  were  to  test.  Since  however  all 
science  is  built  upon  verification,  this  theory  accord 
ing  to  which  verification  is  an  impossibility  is  a 
theory  incompatible  with  the  existence  of  science  in 
any  genuine  sense.  To  obliterate  percepts  in  dis- 
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urged  with  respect  to  the  metaphysical  elements  of 
phenomena,  we  shall  find  that  what  we  have  done  is 
this, — we  have  cleared  these  elements  from  the  ad 
mixture  of  conditions,  and  that  in  two  directions. 
First,  we  have  got  rid  of  the  condition  latent  in  Aris 
totle's  y'Xfy  and  also  in  his  ri  yjv  eivai.  We  have 
done  so  by  obtaining  a  list  of  ultimate  elements  in 
which  complete  empirical  existents  are  not  included; 
a  list  of  ultimate  genera  of  attributes.  With  him  the 
ri  ijv  Bivat  was  at  once  the  cause  and  the  nature  of 
itself.  These  two  conceptions,  cause  and  nature, 
which  Aristotle  identified,  must  be  kept  asunder;  at 
any  rate,  they  must  be  clearly  understood  as  distinct 
in  origin,  and  their  analysis  fully  made  before  they 
are  combined  in  philosophy.  The  nature  of  pheno 
mena  means  their  analysis ;  and  the  metaphysical 
analysis  of  phenomena  is  into  their  elements  kept 
clear  of  conditions,  or  of  the  question  what  makes 
them  be  what  they  are. 

Secondly,  the  elements  have  been  cleared  of  con 
ditions  in  respect  of  their  putting  together  in  thought. 
Whenever  it  is  supposed  that  concrete  percepts  as 
existents  require  some  special  and  separable  energy 
of  thought,  some  a  priori  concept  or  category,  in 
order  to  be  concrete  percepts ;  that  it  is  not  enough 
to  enumerate  the  elements  of  analysis,  but  that  you 
must  name  the  bond  of  combination  between  them, 
this  bond  being  a  special  and  separable  energy  of 
thought ;  then  a  condition  is  mixed  up  with  ele 
ments,  the  what  makes  is  brought  in  among  them, 
and  that  in  order  to  the  what  is.  This  clearance  is 
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Phenomena.  t^on  of  Aspects.  The  term  aspect  has  of  late  come  to 
be  used  very  frequently,  and  therefore  as  might  be 
expected  very  loosely.  It  is  necessary  to  define  it 
with  accuracy,  with  a  view  to  its  philosophical  em 
ployment.  As  used  by  most  writers  it  is  a  merely 
popular  term,  employed  to  signify  that  they  are  about 
to  notice  a  different  feature  of  the  subject  from  what 
has  gone  before  ;  it  is  used  as  equivalent  to  the  term 
side;  a  new  side  of  the  subject  in  hand,  or  some  new 
respect  in  which  it  is  to  be  considered. 

Aspect,  as  a  philosophical  term,  means  a  character 
coextensive  with  and  peculiar  to  the  thing  of  which 
it  is  an  aspect.  It  is  in  Aristotelian  phrase  an 

Definitions  and  their  definita  are  aspects  of  each 
other;  the  definitum  is  in  order  of  intension  precisely 
what  the  definition  is  in  order  of  extension.  But  a 
single  conceptual  term  is  never  the  other  aspect  of  a 
perceptual  term;  it  is  that  perceptual  term  plus  a 
modification  for  the  purpose  of  reasoning.  A  defini 
tion  is  an  instance  of  this  purpose  fulfilled ;  it  is  the 
full  name  of  the  thing  defined  by  it,  which  has  no 
other  name  in  philosophy  but  its  definition. 
}  In  philosophy  there  is  one  ultimate  pair  of  aspects 
j  which  are  universal  and  necessary,  Subject  and  Object ; 
and  this  because  reflection  is  the  philosophical  mode 
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of  consciousness.  All  other  pairs  of  aspects  are  cases 
of  this,  and  are  tested  as  to  their  being  truly  aspects, 
amxar9yof66jftSJ>8,  by  being  exhibited  as  cases  of  re 
flection.  This  is  what  is  meant  by  saying  that  all 
verification,  in  science  as  well  as  in  philosophy, 
depends  on  reflection.  To  judge  the  equivalence, 
that  is,  the  identity  in  difference,  of  two  things,  I 
must  have  passed  back  in  thought  from  the  second 
to  the  first,  as  well  as  forward  from  the  first  to  the 
second. 

The  Postulates  of  Logic,  which  are  a  formulation 
of  the  principle  of  contradiction,  are  also  a  formula 
tion  of  the  aspect-making  function  of  reflection.  Ee- 
flection  moves  by  the  principle  of  contradiction,  and 
formulates  it  in  the  Postulates.  The  postulate  of 
identity,  A  is  A,  and  the  postulate  of  contradiction, 
No  A  is  not- A,  when  so  formulated  by  reflection  be 
come  aspects  of  each  other ;  and  the  third  postulate, 
that  of  excluded  middle,  is  an  explanation  of  what  is 
meant  by  the  two  former,  namely,  that  each  says  the 
same  thing  in  other  terms,  or  that  they  are  aspects  of 
each  other. 

Having  thus  defined  the  philosophical  sense  of 
the  term  aspects,  I  come  to  the  case  of  the  two  ulti 
mate  and  necessary  aspects  in  philosophy,  the  sub 
jective  and  the  objective.  It  is  here  that  the  greatest 
accuracy  is  requisite,  and  it  is  just  here  that  the  con 
fusion  of  ordinary  writers  is  most  appalling.  The 
high  and  abstract  region  in  which  this  distinction 
arises  is  the  watershed  of  philosophical  systems.  On 
one  side,  from  the  distinction  rightly  drawn,  flow 
down  the  systems  that  may  be  true;  on  the  other, 
from  drawing  it  amiss,  the  systems  that  must  be  false. 

Aspects  must  be  kept  clear  of  elements  on  the  one 
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hand,  and  of  conditions  on  the  other.  These  are  the 
two  dangers  to  be  avoided,  the  two  subtil  and  insidi 
ous  pollutions  of  the  sacred  well.  Taking  conscious 
ness  as  consisting  of  the  elements  of  time,  space, 
feeling ;  existents  as  consisting  of  the  same  elements ; 
and  phenomena  as  consisting  of  the  same  elements ; 
we  have  consciousness  and  existents  as  the  two  as 
pects,  subjective  and  objective,  of  each  other.  And 
phenomena  is  a  term  for  the  union  of  these  two  as 
pects,  being  a  word  which  expresses  both,  things  that 
appear,  existents  in  consciousness.  Consciousness  is 
the  subjective  aspect,  existents  the  objective,  and 
phenomena  the  two  together, — a  term  expressing 
their  inseparability.  The  case  is  an  exact  parallel 
of  what  was  noticed  above  of  the  postulates  of  logic. 
Only  that  here  we  have  in  these  expressions  a  full, 
concrete,  perceptual  content,  whereas  there  we  had 
unfilled  logical  formulas. 

No  single  element  constitutes  consciousness,  or 
existents,  or  phenomena.  We  must  not  make  Feel 
ing,  for  instance,  into  a  representative  of  conscious 
ness,  alone  and  without  the  formal  element;  as  would 
happen,  if  we  regarded  space  as  the  objective  element, 
or  time  and  space  as  having  a  source  separate  from 
feeling.  The  elements  are  not  to  be  separated  from 
one  another,  and  placed  one  in  the  subjective,  the 
other  or  others  in  the  objective,  aspect.  When  Kant, 
for  instance,  assigns  an  a  priori  source  to  time  and 
space,  and  an  a  posteriori  source  to  sensible  impres 
sions,  he  divides  the  elements  and  distributes  them 
into  opposite  aspects.  Introducing  the  question  of 
source  is  introducing  the  question  of  conditions.  He 
has  therefore  to  satisfy  this  order  of  enquiry,  and  go 
on  at  once  to  determine  from  which  source  objectivity 
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comes.     In  Kant?s  a  priori  source,  all  Hegel  is  po- 
tentially  contained.     All  separation  of  the  ultimate 
elements  of  phenomena  involves  a  confusion  of  the 
relative    content   of  the    aspects    of  phenomena;    it 
therefore  destroys  them  as  aspects,  and  falsely  ex-  ' 
hibits  them  as  conditions,  of  each  other.     The  ten 
dency  of  the  mind  to  fall  into  this  error  consists,  no 
doubt,  in  the  readiness  with  which  we  ask  after  the  ; 
cause  or  reason  of  anything  so  soon  as  we  apprehend 
its  denotation.     Without  waiting  to  be  informed  what 
is  time,  what  is  space,  what  is  feeling,  we  rush  to  the 
enquiry  whence  comes  our  notion  of  time,  of  space,  of 
feeling.     The  analysis  of  the  familiar  is  neglected  for 
the   search   after  the   unfamiliar.     Curiosity  is  pre 
ferred  to  knowledge.      The  search  after  conditions, 
which  is  the  life  blood  of  science,  is  the  poison  of 
philosophy,  which  consists  in  analysis.     And  then  the 
wolf  complains   of  the   lamb,    and    science    accuses 
philosophy  of  polluting  the  stream  of  knowledge  by 
throwing  in  the  research  into  causes,  a  conception 
peculiar  to  science.     The  antidote  to  this  tendency 
to  introduce  the  question  of  conditions  is  found,  not 
merely  in  pointing  out  its  evil,  but  in  what  has  no\v 
been  done,  namely,  in  showing  how  we  may  know 
when  we  are  yielding  to  it.     It  manifests  itself  in  a 
separation  of  the  inseparable  elements,  and  in  a  con 
sequent  confusion  and  destruction  of  the  inseparable 
and  coextensive  aspects. 

The  mental  confusion  of  aspects  either  with  ele 
ments  or  with  conditions  is  one  which  clothes  itself 
in  various  shapes;  for  instance,  in  an  inaccurate  use 
of  the  term  factors  of  cognition.  A  factor  may  mean 
either  a  constituent  part  of  the  factum  or  product, 
and  then  it  is  an  element;  or  it  may  mean  a  pre- 
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CH?  vii!'     requisite,  an  agent  in  its  production,  and  then  it  is  a 
~         condition.      The  expression  factor  clumps  the   two 
distinct  notions  of  element  and  condition,  and  with 
draws  them  from  attention  and  analysis. 

Thus,  for  instance,  we  find  Ferrier  speaking  of 
object  and  subject  now  as  factors,  now  as  elements. 
"  Thus  Knowing  and  Being  are  shown  to  be  built  up 
out  of  the  same  elements."  And  "Plato's  intelligible 
world  is  our  sensible  world  to  this  extent,  that  it  is 
that  which  must  embrace  a  subjective  and  an  objec 
tive  factor — an  ego  and  a  non-ego."1  From  these 
passages  it  would  seem  as  if  Ferrier  recognised  no 
distinction  between  elements,  aspects,  and  conditions. 
Factor  seems  to  cover  all  alike. 

Mr.  Lewes,  in  one  passage,  uses  the  term  factor 
apparently  with  the  intention  of  identifying  elements 
and  conditions.  "  Experience,"  he  says,  "  is  the 
registration  of  feelings  and  the  relations  of  their 
correlative  objects.  Science  is  the  explanation  of 
these  feelings,  the  analysis  of  these  objects  into  their 
components  and  constituents,  which  are  then  held  to 
be  the  factors  of  the  facts.  These  factors  are  of 
various  kinds,  real  and  ideal,  concrete  and  abstract, 
appreciable  by  Sense,  and  appreciable  by  Intuition."2 
But  in  other  passages  factor  need  not  mean  more  than 
condition  only.  Thus  Mr.  Lewes  speaks  of  light  as 
"  the  product  of  the  undulations  of  the  ether,  and  of 
retinal  sensibility.  Both  factors  are  indispensable  to 
the  product,  &c."3  At  another  place  he  speaks  of 
u  cosmical  factors  as  cooperant  with  sentient  factors 
in  the  production  of  these  feelings,"  those  of  sound.4 

1  Institutes  of  Metaphysic.     Ontology,  Prop.  X.  Obs.  4  and  8. 

2  Problems  of  Life  and  Mind,  Vol.  I.  p.  100. 

*  Same  Work,  Vol.  II.  p.  235.        4  Same  Work,  Vol.  II.  p.  473. 
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Very  true ;  they  are  factors  in  the  conditions,  but 
not  elements  in  the  products,  light  and  sound.  Still 
it  would  have  been  better,  if  this  had  been  distinctly 
remarked. 

The  reason  for  its  riot  being  distinctly  remarked 
lies  probably  in  an  inadequate  analysis  of  feeling. 
Mr.  Lewes  recognises  no  distinct  elements  in  the 
minima  of  feeling,  but  considers  each  feeling  as  an 
unit,  with  a  certain  "signature;"  the  time  arid  space 
elements  being  ignored  as  elements  and  clumped  with 
the  units  of  feeling,  as  their  signature  or  quality.  It 
is  a  subjective  repetition  of  the  materia  signata  of  St. 
Thomas  Aquinas.1  "  Knowledge  begins  with  indefi 
nite  Feeling,  which  is  gradually  rendered  more  and 
more  definite  as  the  chaos  is  condensed  into  objects, 
effected  through  a  rudimentary  analysis  determined 
by  the  fundamental  Signatures  (Qualities)  of  Feeling, 
namely,  Tension,  Intension,  Extension,  Duration, 
Likeness,  Unlikeness."2  And  again,  speaking  of  ex 
tension,  "This  is  undoubtedly  a  property  of  Matter 
which,  because  it  is  one  of  the  fundamental  Signa 
tures  of  Feeling,  cannot  be  thought  absent."3 

Let  it  not  be  imagined  that  this  is  merely  a  verbal 
difference,  or  that  it  is  over  refinement  to  insist  upon 
the  formal  elements  of  states  of  consciousness  being 
called  elements  and  not  signatures  of  feeling.  The 
term  element  expresses  the  fact  that  empirical  feelings 
can  be  subjectively  analysed;  whereas  to  take  them 
as  feelings  with  signatures  is  to  take  them  as  unana 
lysable  units.  And  then  the  consequence  follows, 
that  psychology  and  physical  science  can  give  a  fur- 

1  See  above.     Chap.  V.  Vol.  I.  p.  313. 

2  Problems  of  Life  and  Mind,  Vol.  I.  p.  101. 

3  Same  Work,  Vol.  II.  p.  278. 
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ther  analysis,  namely,  an  analysis  of  the  conditions 
of  what  are  to  metaphysic  unanalysable  ultimates. 
Whereas  the  truth,  which  is  expressed  by  using  the 
term  elements,  is,  that  metaphysic  can  analyse  sub 
jectively  the  ultimates  of  psychology  and  physical 
science,  even  when  those  ultimates  are  proposed  as 
conditions  of  feeling. 

The  distinction  between  aspect  and  condition  gives 
us  the  answer  to  an  objection  which  is  often  proposed 
as  a  crux  of  the  metaphysical  doctrine,  that  esse  =  per- 
cipi.  On  this  hypothesis  (it  is  asked)  what  becomes 
of  objects  when  no  one  is  present  to  perceive  them; 
of  the  lamp,  for  instance,  when  I  leave  the  room  and 
no  other  person  is  there;  must  not  the  lamp,  on  your 
hypothesis,  cease  to  exist?  The  answer  is,  that  the 
objection  confuses  aspects  with  conditions,  by  taking 
a  percipient  as  a  conditio  existendi  of  the  lamp.  The 
lamp  exists,  even  when  no  one  is  presentatively  per 
ceiving  it,  if  its  conditions  exist  or  have  existed. 
These  conditions  are,  many  of  them,  representations ; 
and  so  is  the  lamp  itself,  when  I  have  left  the  room. 
What  is  meant  by  the  esse  of  the  lamp  being  its 
percipi  is,  that,  except  for  perception,  presentative  or 
representative,  I  should  have  no  knowledge  whatever 
of  the  lamp,  neither  of  its  whatness,  nor  (a  fortiori)  of 
the  fact  that  it  exists.  It  would  be  for  me  non-ex 
istent.  But  the  esse  of  the  lamp  is  satisfied  by  the 
mere  perception  of  what  it  is,  that  is,  of  what  the 
term  means  to  my  mind. 

The  confusion  between  aspects,  on  one  side,  and 
either  elements  or  conditions,  on  the  other,  underlies 
and  pervades  the  whole  of  modern  German  specula 
tion,  Leibnizian,  Kantian,  and  post-Kantian.  In  the 
Leibnizian  Monads  we  have  it  in  its  most  palpable 
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shape.  The  Monad  is  a  simple  substance  exercising 
perceptive  and  appetitive  powers,1  a  conscious  and 
active  existent.  The  "  simple  substance"  represents 
the  objective  aspect,  and  becomes  the  condition  of 
the  perceptions  and  appetitions  which  represent  the 
subjective  aspect.  The  ktwo  aspects  are  rolled  into 
one  by  making  one  of  them  the  condition  of  the 
other. 

Sometimes  this  same  admixture  is  adopted,  but 
with  a  modification  which  certainly  renders  it  more 
logically  consistent,  since  the  objective  aspect  is  made 
the  starting  point.  The  "  substance"  is  endowed  not 
with  a  perceptive  but  with  a  self-manifesting  power. 
Thus  Herr  Fechner  says :  "  A  rnind  comes  to  light  and 
comprehends  itself  without  intermediate  aid."  (Ein 
Geist  erscheint  und  erfasst  sicli  unmittelbar  selbst).2 
And  in  another  passage,  where  this  view  is  farther 
enlarged  upon,  we  read:  "The  same  Being  (Wesen) 
has  two  sides,  a  mental,  psychical,  side  so  far  as  it  is 
capable  of  coming  to  light  (erscheineri)  to  itself,  and  a 
material,  bodily,  side  so  far  as  it  is  capable  of  coming 
to  light  to  others,  in  another  form;  but  body  and 
mind  are  not  bound  together  as  if  they  were  two 
essentially  different  Beings."3 

Striking  as  is  the  turn  thus  given  to  the  matter, 
especially  in  the  explanation  of  what  Body  is,  and 
what  Mind  is, — namely,  manifestation  to  others  and 
manifestation  to  self, — I  do  not  see  that  it  escapes  the 
Leibnizian  fallacy.  For,  unless  we  imagine  an  exist 
ent,  an  objective  aspect  as  agent,  exercising  the  power 
of  self-manifestation,  we  have  no  more  in  the  concep- 

1  Monadologie,  §§  1  to  20. 

2  Zendavesta,  Vol.  I.  p.  410. 

8  Same  Work,  Vol.  II.  p.  322. 
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CH?VIL'  ^on  °f  self-manifestation  than  we  have  in  that  of  self- 
—  perception,  or  reflection.  Now  it  is  just  this  existent 
Being  that  Fechner's  words  bring  before  us ;  and  the 
union  of  aspects  is  saved  on  this  theory  by  the  same 
expedient  as  in  Leibniz,  by  making  one  the  condition 
of  the  other ;  only  that  the  nexus  between  them  is 
conceived  as  power  of  manifestation,  an  Erscheinungs- 
kraft,  and  not  as  power  of  perception. 

The  same  or  a  very  similar  conception  meets  us 
in  Dr.  Mac  Vicar's  Sketch  of  a  Philosophy.  In  his 
Introduction  to  the  First  Part  of  this  work,  Dr.  Mac- 
Vicar,  after  having  in  two  Chapters  acutely  and 
forcibly  contended  for  the  method  of  reflection  in 
philosophy,  and  shown  the  inadequacy  of  the  "  so- 
called  scientific  method,  or  method  of  merely  outside 
observation,"  comes  in  the  third  Chapter  to  enquire 
into  the  relation  of  consciousness  to  pure  intelligence, 
and  in  the  course  of  that  enquiry,  to  ask  what  are  the 
essential  traits  of  Being,  taking  the  term  in  the  largest 
possible  sense.  His  answer  runs  partly  in  these  words  i1 
"May  we  not  say  that  all  Being  is  essentially  rela 
tional  in  this  respect,  at  least,  that  it  is  self-manifest 
ing  to  other  Being— not,  indeed,  as  outwardly  per 
ceptible  object  to  all  other  Being — not  as  outwardly 
perceptible  object  to  such  defective  recipients  of  self- 
manifesting  power  as  we  ourselves  are — but  self- 
manifesting,  inwardly  or  outwardly,  or  in  some  way 
or  other,  and  more  or  less,  to  all  other  Beings  and 
things,  and  perfectly  self-manifesting  to  a  Being  who 
possesses  perfect  perceptivity,  such  as  God.  Yes; 
self-manifesting  power  is  an  essential  attribute  of 
everything  that  exists.  This  is  proved  by  the  very 

1  Sketch  of  a  Philosophy,  Part  I.  p.  30.     Williams  and 
gate,  1868.     The  work  has  been  since  completed  in  Fotir  Parts. 
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conditions  under  which  alone  existence  can  be  ad- 
mitted  by  us.  In  forming  a  notion  of  any  Reality,  how- 
ever  much  we  may  strip  it  of  all  its  other  properties, 
we  must  leave  it  in  possession  of  possible  percepti 
bility,  or  a  self-manifesting  power.  The  moment  we 
deprive  reality  of  possible  perceptibility  it  can  be 
held  as  a  Reality  no  longer." 

Here  we  have  as  it  seems  to  me  the  confusion 
between  aspects  and  elements  in  the  most  palpable 
form.  "  Possible  perceptibility  or  a  self-  manifesting 
power."  For  perceptibility  is  an  aspect,  but  self-mani-  '* 
testing  power,  as  an  "  attribute,"  is  an  element  in  the 
analysis  of  Being,  and  the  condition  of  its  being  actu 
ally  perceived.  We  may  hold  that  esse—percipi^  as  a 
matter  of  "  nature"  and  definition,  without  in  the 
least  being  called  upon  to  admit  that  percepts  are  en 
dowed  with  a  self-manifesting  power  as  their  essen 
tial  attribute.  The  phrase  self-manifesting  power  is 
an  attempt  to  carry  us  back,  behind  its  definition,  to 
the  condition  of  existence  at  large,  by  substituting 
an  element  or  attribute  of  existents  for  the  existents 
themselves  as  objective  aspects.  And  this  would 
inevitably  lead  the  author  himself  back  to  that  very 
world  of  separate,  empirical  existents,  and  so-called 
scientific  methods,  out  of  which  we  have  seen  him 
striving  to  escape  into  the  world  of  philosophy. 

For  be  it  noted  that  u  self-manifesting  power,"  as 
the  term  is  used  by  Dr.  Mac  Vicar,  is  no  mere  amplifi 
cation  of  self-manifestation  as  a  simple  fact.  It  means 
much  more  than  this.  It  intends  to  insist  on  a  power 
or  force  which  issues  in  self-manifestation.  This  is 
clear  from  a  later  passage,  where  he  says,  speaking  of 
the  term  existence:  u  It  is  the  standing-  out-ness  or  self- 
manifesting  power  of  the  object,  not  merely  as  any- 


»V  ELEMENTS,  ASPECTS,  AND  CONDITIONS. 

CH°Vii!'      thing  in  general,  or  as  anything  different  from  what 
"^         it  i^  but  as  the  very  thing  that  it  is.     We  do  not  go 
pK£en!i     tne  length  of  those  who   maintain  that  the  whole 
nature  of  that  which  exists  is  to  be  perceived,  so  that 
an  object  cannot  exist  but  when  it  is  perceived,  its 
existence  being  constituted  by  its  being  perceived. 
Existence  we  regard   not    as  '  idea'   merely,   but  as 
'force.'      And  that  force  we    regard   as   essentially 
self-manifesting,  or  spontaneously  radiant,  so  to  speak, 
into  that  which  is  '  idea,'  if  there  be  a  recipient  of 
ideas,  or  a  percipient  of  ideas,  or  more  generally  a 
percipient  within  the  sphere  of  its  action.    This  view, 
as  it  appears  to  me,  is  fully  borne  out  by  the  infor 
mation  of  thought  itself  as  to  the  nature  of  existence. 
T  find  that  I  can  think  away  all  the  other  attributes 
of  substance;  but  immediately  I  attempt  to  suppose 
the  existence  of  that  which  cannot  manifest  itself  in 
any  way,  that  which  is  not  perceivable  by  any  perci 
pient  however  perfect,  then  to  me  that  vanishes  alto 
gether — it  ceases  to  be."1 

We  find  this  same  fundamental  conception  again 
in  a  work  of  the  greatest  ability  and  deserved  cele 
brity  in  Germany,  Herr  Professor  Lotze'sMicrocosmus. 
"  Only  as  forms  or  states  of  intuition  or  cognition 
can  the  content  of  sensibility,  light  and  colour,  tone 
and  odour,  be  comprehended ;  but  if  these  are  to  be 
not  only  phenomena  in  our  mind  but  also  inherent 
attributes  (eigen)  of  the  things  from  which  they  appear 
to  issue,  then  the  things  must  be  capable  of  coming 
to  light  to  themselves  (sich  selbst  erscheinen),  and  pro 
ducing  these  attributes  in  themselves,  in  their  own 

1  Sketch  of  a  Philosophy,  Part  IV.  p.  54-55.  I  shall  have 
occasion  to  recur  to  this  deeply  interesting  and  able  book  in  another 
connection.  See  Chap.  XL 
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sensibility.  To  this  consequence,  which  spreads  the 
clear  light  of  living  animateness  over  all  Existents 
(alles  Seiende),  our  longing  must  resolutely  proceed; 
this  alone  can  enable  it  to  give  actuality  to  the  sen 
sible  without  us,  by  giving  it  an  actuality  in  the 
inmost  nature  of  external  things  (im  Tnnern  der 
Dinge).  Vainly  should  we  attempt  to  attach  to  non- 
sentient  things  as  an  external  property  that  which  is 
only  thinkable  as  an  inner  state  of  some  process  of 
feeling  (Empfindens)*"1 

Lotze's  reasoning  appears  to  be — If  the  physical 
world  is  real,  it  must  be  endowed  with  sensibility,  or 
power  of  manifestation  to  itself,  since  that  is  the  mode 
in  which  the  spiritual  world  is  real,  and  the  only 
mode  of  reality  known  to  us.  The  conception  of  a 
self-manifesting  power  is  the  same  as  in  the  other 
passages  quoted.  If  however  my  remarks  hold  good, 
this  argument  breaks  down ;  of  course  without  dis 
proving  the  doctrine  that  all  physical  matter  is  en 
dowed  with  consciousness.  That  doctrine  may  be 
true,  or  it  may  not ;  but  it  cannot  be  made  to  follow 
from  any  strictly  metaphysical  premisses ;  it  is  not  a 
doctrine  of  metaphysic.  Wherever  it  appears  as  a 
doctrine  of  philosophy,  it  is  either  obtained  by  a  con 
fusion  between  aspects  and  conditions,  as  in  the  cases 
which  have  been  examined,  or  it  belongs,  as  an  hypo 
thesis,  only  to  the  constructive  branch  of  philosophy, 
not  to  metaphysic,  the  universal  and  analytic  branch 
of  it,  in  which  it  is  an  unwarranted  intrusion. 

When  Idealist  schools  of  philosophy  fall  into  this 

confusion,  it  is  usually  in  a  more  subtil  way  than  by 

assuming  a  substance  to  begin  with  ;  they  begin  by 

assuming  an  action,  the  action  of  Reflection.    But 

1  Microcosmus,  Vol.  I,  p.  385. 
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cTViV*  wnat  is  the  gain  of  changing  the  venue  to  Reflection, 
7^~  and  taking  it  as  an  action,  if  you  immediately  objec- 
A^omeSa  tiv&te  the  subject  ill  that  action?  This  is  just  what 
what  Fichte  does.  It  is  shown  by  his  use  of  the 
word  setzen,  positing.  For  instance,  near  the  begin 
ning  of  the  Third  Part,  the  Practical  Part,  of  his  chief 
work  we  read:1  "The  Ego  posits  itself  absolutely  and 
without  any  further  ground,  arid  it  must  posit  itself, 
if  it  is  to  posit  anything  else :  for  that  which  does  not 
exist  cannot  posit  anything ;  but  the  Ego  exists  (for 
the  Ego)  absolutely  and  solely  through  its  own  posit 
ing  of  itself."  The  Ego,  then,  is,  is  an  existent,  before 
it  can  "posit"  anything  at  all.  The  agent  is  the  con 
dition  of  its  action,  and  that  action  is  consciousness. 
Again  farther  on :  "But  the  Ego,  just  because  it  is  an 
Ego,  has  also  a  causality  upon  itself;  the  causality 
of  positing  itself,  or  the  capability  of  Reflection  (die 
Reflexionsfahigkeit)"*  The  subjective  aspect,  the  Ego, 
becoming  its  own  condition  (the  causa  sui  fallacy 
in  another  dress),  clumped  with  causality,  explains 
everything  else.  The  only  way  in  which  such  a 
highly  abstract  personage  can  move  is  by  means  of 
the  most  abstract  of  all  distinctions,  the  logical  pos 
tulates;  and  accordingly  this  is  the  way  in  which 
Fichte's  Ego  moves,  as  we  see  by  the  opening  pages 
of  the  work  which  I  have  quoted.  Hegelianism  lay 
here  already  quarried  to  Hegel's  hand ;  he  had  only 
to  take  the  Ego  and  its  method  of  movement  by  con 
tradiction,  and  generalise  it,  make  it  a  world-Ego, 
instead  of  a  particular  Ego;  which  accordingly  he 
did. 

1  Grundlage  der  gesammten  Wissenschaftslehre.    Werke,  Vol.  I. 
p.  251. 

2  Same  Work,  Vol.  I.  p.  293. 
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But  perhaps  the  writings  most  fruitful  of  insight  ^iVn 
into  the  mechanism  of  the  fallacies  which  cluster  — 
round  the  distinction  of  aspect  and  condition  are 
those  of  Sc helling.  Schelling  was  a  man  who  laid 
down  in  a  series  of  writings  a  record  of  the  several 
stages  through  which  his  mind  successively  passed  in 
perfecting  his  idealistic  system.  One  of  the  clearest 
and  completest  of  these  records  is  the  System  der 
gesammten  Philosophie  und  der  Naturphilosophie  insbe- 
sondere,1  belonging  to  the  year  1804,  and  published 
from  his  manuscript  remains.  He  begins  that  work 
with  a  statement  of  "the  one  sole  Pre-supposition 
which  is  forced  upon  us  only  by  Reflection  upon 
knowing  itself."  It  is  this :  u  The  first  pre-supposi- 
tion  (Voraussetzung)  of  all  knowledge  (Wixsens)  is— 
that  it  is  one  and  the  same  thing  that  knows  and  that 
is  known."  He  proceeds  first  to  explain,  and  then  to 
prove,  this  proposition.  In  explaining  it,  he  says: 
"  In  the  first  Reflection  on  knowing  itself  we  believe 
that  we  distinguish  a  Subject  of  the  knowing,  or  the 
knowing  itself  taken  as  act,  and  the  Object  of  the 
knowing,  the  thing  known.  I  say  advisedly  we  believe 
that  we  distinguish,  for  the  reality  of  this  distinc 
tion  is  the  very  thing  in  question  at  present,"  &c. 
He  then  proceeds  to  take  this  distinction,  the  reality 
of  which  he  denies,  as  if  it  involved  and  imported  a 
separation  of  the  two  aspects,  and  not  merely  a  dis 
tinction  between  them  as  inseparables ;  though  this 
latter  import  would  seem  to  be  well  described  by  the 
words  he  himself  uses,  "  the  knowing  itself  taken  as  an 
act,  and  the  object  known."  He  neglects  this  mode 
of  distinguishing  the  aspects,  and  proceeds  to  argue 
against  separating  them  just  as  I  have  argued  against 
1  Werke,  Abtheilung  I.  Vol.  VI.  p.  131. 
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it  in  Chapter  II.  He  argues  that  to  separate  the 
aspects  is  to  make  them  into  conditions  one  of  the 
other;  and  that  therefore  they  cannot  be  separated. 

Neglecting  then,  I  repeat,  the  view  of  a  distinct 
ness  between  inseparable  aspects,  which  nevertheless 
he  gives  as  in  accordance  with  the  natural  "  belief" 
of  reflection,  he  proceeds  to  adopt  what  he  takes  to 
be  the  only  alternative  of  the  separatist  view ;  namely, 
that  the  two  aspects  form  together  one  and  the  same 
thing,  dasselbe  Eine,  whereby  the  two  aspects  cease 
to  be  aspects  of  each  other,  and  become  elements  in 
a  single  existent,  an  existent  which,  notwithstanding 
that  it  is  the  All  as  well  as  the  One,  yet  behaves  as 
ordinary  existents  do,  existents  which  are  objects  of 
direct  perception,  only  on  a  larger  scale ;  that  is,  it 
acts,  perceives,  and  reasons,  by  means  of  the  postu 
lates  of  logic,  and  produces  the  objects  of  the  natural 
world.  Schellirig's  philosophy,  in  the  form  it  assumed 
in  1804,  was  an  Ontology  based  on  taking  the  two 
aspects  as  if  they  were  elements  of  an  existent,  which 
existent  was  the  Universe. 

It  is  worth  while  to  notice  the  particular  train  of 
thought  by  which  this  sole  existent  is  set  in  opera 
tion,  and  what  its  motive  force  consists  in.  Consider 
the  following  passage :  "  There  is  but  one  knowing, 
and  one  known.  It  follows  from  this  that  (§  3.) 
The  highest  cognition  is  necessarily  that,  wherein 
this  Identity  (Gleichheit)  of  Subject  and  Object  is 
itself  cognised;  or,  (since  this  Identity  consists  just 
in  this,  that  it  is  one  and  the  same  thing  that  cognises 
and  is  cognised),  that,  wherein  this  eternal  Identity 
cognises  itself."  This  reasoning,  says  Schelling,  is 
self-evident  and  needs  no  proof.1 

1  Werke,  Abtheilung  I.  Vol.  VI.  p.  141. 
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It  certainly  is  so,  on  the  assumption  of  one  and  the 
same  existent,  as  knowing  and  known.  But  this 
assumption  is  as  much  precluded  by  reflection,  to 
which  Schelling  appeals,  as  the  assumption  of  a  se 
paration.  Reflection  does  two  things,  distinguishes 
and  connects.  To  insist  on  distinction  alone  is  to 
make  it  separation ;  to  insist  on  connection  alone  is 
to  make  it  identity.  Schelling  does  the  latter.  But 
in  either  case  the  reflectiveness  of  the  proceeding  is 
abandoned ;  and,  while  professing  to  appeal  to  reflec 
tion  as  the  highest  mode  of  consciousness,  you  are 
really  falling  back  into  direct  perception.  In  this 
way,  whether  it  is  as  One  Thing,  or  as  the  Identity 
in  that  one  thing,  or  as  the  Two  Identical  Terms  of 
identity,  we  get  a  conscious  existent,  an  object  of  direct 
perception,  just  as  in  the  case  of  Leibniz,  Fichte, 
Fechner,  Mac  Vicar,  and  Lotze;  only  in  this  case  the 
method  is  more  manifest,  namely,  by  using  aspects 
as  elements,  while  distinctly  (and  rightly)  rejecting 
them  as  conditions. 

For  be  it  observed,  (and  this  is  the  root  of  the 
matter),  it  is  not  sufficient  to  constitute  an  Existent, 
that  two  opposite  aspects  are  put  together.  For  that 
you  need  elements.  Otherwise  there  is  nothing  of 
which  the  aspects  are  predicable,  or  of  which  they 
are  aspects.  The  requisite  u  something,"  the  ex 
istent,  which  has  the  double  aspect,  must  first  be 
constituted ;  and  this  it  is  by  its  constituent  elements. 
The  first  things  which  are  used  to  define  an  existent 
become  necessarily  considered  as  its  elements.  And 
if  the  double  aspects  are  used  for  that  purpose,  they 
eo  ipso  are  denaturalised  as  aspects,  and  figure  as 
elements.  Their  original  relation  to  each  other  is 
destroyed,  and  replaced  by  a  new  relation;  and  the 


BOOK  II  [. 
CH.  VII. 

§2. 

Aspects  of 
Phenomena. 


36  ELEMENTS,  ASPECTS,  AND  CONDITIONS. 

Vn'  whole,  the  existent,  which  they  constitute,  sinks  back 
—  again  into  the  position  of  being  one  aspect  of  the 
Pa"*>  becoming  an  object  to  reflection ;  and  inasmuch 
as  the  subjectivating  power  of  reflection  has  been  al 
ready  employed  in  constituting  the  object,  this  object 
has  the  false  character  of  an  absolute,  that  is,  of  an 
existent  as  envisaged  by  direct  and  not  by  reflective 
perception. 

The  same,  too,  is  the  main  error  in  Ferrier,  the 
confusion  of  aspects  with  conditions  under  the  notion 
of  elements.  His  confusion  of  elements  and  condi 
tions  under  the  common  term  factors  was  noticed 
above.  This  seems  now  to  depend  upon  a  further 
confusion  between  aspects  and  elements.  For  want 
of  this  distinction  he,  too,  comes  to  an  Absolute 
Existence,  which  he  thus  defines  :  "  Absolute  Exist 
ence  is  the  synthesis  of  the  subject  and  object — the 
union  of  the  universal  and  the  particular — the  con 
cretion  of  the  ego  and  non-ego ;  in  other  words,  the 
only  true,  and  real,  and  independent  Existences  are 
minds-together- with-that-which-they-apprehend."1 

Here  again  perhaps  it  will  be  said — Why  object 
to  this  language?     Is  not  the  difference  infinitesimal 
between  an  Absolute  constituted  by  two  inseparable 
elements  and  an  Existence  knowable  under  two  in 
separable  aspects  ?  Not  so,  I  would  reply.  Apart  from 
the  difference  of  the  analysis  which  leads  to  the  one 
and  that  which  leads  to  the  other,  a  difference  which 
has  other  consequences  than  the  present,  the  concep- 
|  tion  of  an  existent  composed  of  elements  is  smaller 
/  than  the  conception  of  one  composed  of  aspects.    For 
an  existent  composed  of  elements  is  but  one  half  of 
the  whole  object  of  reflection.     In  the  one  case  reflec- 
1  Institutes  of  Metaphysic.     Ontology,  Prop.  X. 
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tion  names  one  aspect  of  its  whole  procedure,  in  the 
other  it  names  the  procedure  as  a  whole.  Applying 
this  to  the  Universe,  we  get  in  the  one  case,  i.e.,  if 
we  represent  it  as  an  Absolute  composed  of  Object 
and  Subject  as  elements,  a  limited  horizon,  an  object 
not  infinite  propounded  as  infinite.  In  the  other 
case,  that  is  to  say,  if  we  take  the  Universe  as  exist- 
ence  knowable  under  two  aspects,  each  of  which  con-  - 
sists  of  elements,  infinity  itself  is  before  us.  It  is  no 
longer  treated  as  a  rounded-off  whole.  It  is  one 
thing  to  say  that  a  tower  is  roofed  only  by  the  sky  ; 
another,  that  the  sky  is  the  roof  of  the  tower.  The 
one  lifts  the  tower  to  the  sky,  the  other  brings  down 
the  sky  to  the  tower. 

Ontological  philosophies,  therefore,  which  exhaust 
reflection  in  constituting  their  object,  are  essentially 
the  same  as  empirical  philosophies,  or  scientific 
theories  proposed  as  philosophical;  for  both  alike 
place  an  object  of  direct  perception  in  the  position 
which  ought  to  be  occupied  by  an  object  of  reflective 
perception,  an  object  with  the  two  inseparable  aspects, 
subjective  and  objective.  The  only  difference  is, 
that  while  the  scientific  pseudo-philosophies  do  not 
trouble  themselves  about  the  phenomena  of  reflection 
at  all,  the  ontological  philosophies  professs  to  trans 
cend  reflection  and  arrive  at  a  cognition  of  the  Abso 
lute.  But  in  both  alike  the  object  is  an  absolute,  in 
the  sense  of  being  an  object  of  direct  and  not  of 
reflective  perception,  an  object  self-existent  in  the 
sense  of  existing  whether  or  not  primary  or  direct 
consciousness  of  it  exists  also.  Reflective  conscious 
ness,  taken  alone,  becomes  an  absolute  existent. 

Not  only,   then,   does  reflection  determine   that 
there  shall  be  philosophy,  but  the  nature  of  reflection 
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Cn'vii1'  determines  its  nature,  just  as  the  nature  of  conscious- 
•yj"  ness  determines  that  of  science.  The  confusion  of 
Aenomenl  asPects  with  elements  arises  from  overlooking  a  fact 
in  the  nature  of  reflection,  namely,  as  shown  in  Chap 
ter  II.,  that  reflection  is  not  a  primary  but  a  deriva 
tive  mode  of  consciousness ;  arises  from  an  ignorance 
which  analysis  of  the  phenomena  of  reflection  would 
have  removed.  We  have  just  seen  how  Schelling 
disregards  that  analysis,  and  leaps  to  the  conclusion 
of  the  aspects  forming  a  single  existent.  .This  he 
could  not  have  done,  if  he  had  seen  that  reflection  is 
not  a  direct  perception  of  self,  arising  without  ante 
cedent  experience  of  feelings  in  combination  with 
one  another;  but  an  enrichment  of  a  previously 
existing  train  of  such  experience  by  a  new  feature, 
the  double  character,  objective  and  subjective,  borne 
by  those  feelings.  The  elements  of  phenomena  are 
given  in  the  antecedent  experiences;  their  aspects 
arise  in  reflection  upon  them. 

Farther  it  must  be  recalled,  that,  unless  and  until 
the  act  of  reflection  arises,  nothing  can  possibly  be 
known  as  existing.  For  only  in  and  by  that  act  do 
we  perceive  that  esse=percipi,  that  existence  and 
perceivability  are  convertible  terms,  avnxarqyogou- 
pzm.  Note  carefully,  too,  that  the  act  of  reflection 
does  not  tell  us  that  esse=percipere,  but  that  it=per- 
cipi.  Percipere  expresses  any  act  of  perception,  either 
direct  or  reflective.  If  you  express  the  act  of  direct 
perception  in  a  proposition,  say  A  is  B,  then  the  act 
of  reflective  perception,  following  on  this,  gives  you 
two  equivalent  determinations  of  the  predicate  of  the 
direct  proposition ;  i.e.,  B  may  be  taken  either  as  esse 
or  as  percipi.  This  is  to  take  reflection  as  derivative 
and  not  primary.  But  if  you  take  reflection  as 
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primary,  and  A  is  B  as  a  proposition  expressing  an 
act  of  reflective  perception,  then  A,  the  subject  of  the 
proposition,  stands  for  the  percipient  Subject,  and  the 
percipient  Subject  is  identified  both  with  B  as  esse 
and  with  B  as  percipi.  In  other  words,  we  have,  as 
three  convertible  propositions,  esse — percipi;  perci- 
pere  —  esse ;  percipere = percipi. 

In  the  former  mode,  reflection  being  supposed 
derivative,  we  have  Existent  =  Percept;  in  the  latter, 
reflection  being  supposed  primary,  we  have  Perci 
pient  =  Percept.  But  the  analysis  of  the  phenomena 
of  reflection  by  reflection  itself  is  the  final  and  deci 
sive  criterion  in  philosophy;  and  this  analysis,  by 
showing  that  reflection  is  derivative  not  primary, 
shows  in  the  present  case  the  falseness  of  the  theory 
that  esse  —  percipere,  and  consequently  the  falseness  of 
ontological  systems  which  are  built  on  that  founda 
tion.  Reflection,  taken  as  primary,  includes  simple 
perception  in  itself;  taken  as  derivative,  excludes  but 
supposes  it.  It  is  all-important  to  analyse  reflection, 
and  not  to  clump  simple  perception  with  it  under  one 
name.  For  in  so  clumping  the  two,  you  get  a  highly 
complex  act,  which  nevertheless  you  lay  down  as  the 
ultimate  and  unanalysable  basis  of  philosophy,  under 
the  name  of  Reflection. 

Now  it  is  impossible  to  take  esse  —  percipere  with 
out  doing  this ;  for  to  take  esse —percipere  is  to  assume 
an  existent  in  the  esse,  and  to  turn  percipere,  an  act, 
into  percipiens,  an  agent.  And  this,  again,  cannot  be 
done  without  identifying  the  subject  of  propositions,  a 
term  of  pure  logic,  with  the  conscious  Subject,  a  term 
of  philosophy  or  applied  logic.  All  this,  however, 
must  be  done,  if  done  at  all,  in  the  teeth  of  the  analysis 
of  reflection,  as  known  to  us  by  actual  experience. 
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CH°  vnL  Observe,  finally,  the  close  intertwining  of  the  two 

^        errors  with  each  other.     Take  aspects  for  elements, 


anc*  tn^  result  is  to  turn  them  into  conditions  ;  the 
subjective  and  objective  aspects,  clumped  to  form  an 
existent,  give  you  an  agent  clumped  with  its  act,  a 
conscious  agent  or  a  percipient;  which  is  a  form  of 
what  has  been  called  Monism.  Take,  on  the  other 
hand,  aspects  for  conditions,  and  the  result  is  to  give 
you  two  such  existents,  one  a  source  of  consciousness, 
the  other  a  source  of  existence  ;  wrhich  is  a  form  of 
what  we  may  call  Dyadism.  Take,  however,  the  two 
aspectual  conditions,  formed  as  just  stated,  and  con 
sider  them  as  reciprocal  conditions  of  each  other,  and 
the  result  would  again  be  a  kind  of  Monism,  in  which 
the  error  committed  by  separating  aspects  was  repaired 
by  the  opposite  error  of  identifying  conditions. 


Conditions  of  '          are  ^us  launcned  upon  our  final  enquiry, 

Phenomena,  the  consideration  of  conditions,  the  third  member  of 
our  distinction.  It  would  seem  at  first  sight  as  if 
there  was  hardly  a  niche  in  philosophy  where  a  new 
heresy  could  obtain  a  foothold,  so  numerous  have 
been  the  heresies  already  propounded  and  accepted 
by  different  sections  of  the  philosophical  world. 
Nevertheless  Mr.  Lewes  appears  as  the  propounder  of 
a  new  one,  and  that  with  great  ability  and  wealth  of 
illustration.  His  Chapter  on  Motion  as  a  Mode  of 
Feeling1  may  be  regarded  as  an  argument  in  support 
of  that  new  doctrine  of  Monism  briefly  described  at 
the  conclusion  of  my  last  paragraph.  This  is  the  last 
Chapter  of  the  book,  as  well  as  of  his  Problem  VI., 
1  Problems  of  Life  and  Mind,  Prob.  VI.  Vol.  II.  pp.  456  to  504. 
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which  is  entitled  "The  Absolute  in  the  Correlations 
of  Feeling  and  Motion." 

His  argument  assumes  as  one  of  its  bases  "  the 
truth  of  the  doctrine  enunciated  in  Problem  V., 
namely,  that  the  logical  distinction  between  the  con 
ditions  of  a  phenomenon  and  the  phenomenon  itself  is 
simply  an  artifice,  there  being  not  two  things,  a  group 
of  conditions  (causes)  on  the  one  side,  and  a  result 
(effect)  on  the  other,  but  one  thing  differently  viewed. 
What  we  call  the  conditions  are  just  the  analytical 
factors  we  have  detected  in  the  fact."1 

Basing  himself  on  this,  Mr.  Lewes  goes  on  to 
prove  that  Motion  is  a  mode  of  Feeling.2  If  this 
was  all,  I  at  least  should  have  no  objection  to  make. 
It  is  what  I  have  always  maintained.3  But  Mr.  Lewes 
maintains  also  something  else  quite  different  from 
this,  namely,  that  in  the  phenomena  of  sensation  uthe 
neural  process  and  the  feeling  are  one  and  the  same 
process  viewed  under  different  aspects.  Viewed  from  x 
the  physical  or  objective  side,  it  is  a  neural  process; 
viewed  from  the  psychological  or  subjective  side,  it 
is  a  sentient  process."4  In  other  words,  he  is  going 
to  show  that  a  neural  process  is  not  only  the  condi 
tion  but  the  objective  aspect  of  one  and  the  same 
train  of  feelings.  He  is  going  to  subsume  a  case 
under  his  general  law  of  Problem  V.,  at  the  same 
time  that  he  shows  this  case  to  be  one  of  inseparable 
aspects. 

What  I  shall  do  then  is  this, — I  shall  show  that 
conditions  and  their  results  are  one  thing,  obverse 

1  Problems,  &c.  Vol.  II.  p.  460.  2  Same  place,  p.  457. 

3  Time  and  Space,  p.  83  et  seqq.     The  Theory  of  Practice. 
Vol.  I.  §  6. 

4  Problems,  &c.  Vol.  II.  p.  459. 
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aspects  another;  and  I  shall  take  the  facts  as  I  find 
them  stated  by  Mr.  Lewes.  "There  is  absolutely  no 
evidence  that  this  neural  process  precedes  and  pro 
duces  its  sensation.''1  But  it  is  not  requisite  to  a 
condition  that  it  should  precede  its  effect;  it  is  enough 
that  its  effect  is  dependent  upon  it;  which  relation  we 
express  by  placing  it  mentally  before  its  effect,  under 
the  name  of  an  invariable  antecedent.  Provided 
there  is  dependence,  the  condition  may  be  either 
antecedent  or  simultaneous  with  its  effect  in  order 
of  existence. 

For  instance,  a  table  supports  a  book;  the  table 
is  a  condition  of  the  book  being  held  at  a  certain 
height  from  the  ground ;  lower  the  table,  and  the 
book  is  lowered  with  it.  The  table  is  thought  as  a 
prior  condition,  but  exists  as  a  simultaneous  condi 
tion  of  the  various  heights  of  the  book  from  the 
ground.  The  height  of  the  book  is  not  the  same 
thing  as  the  table.  So  also  in  Aristotle's  often  used 
instance  of  an  eclipse  of  the  moon.  The  passing  of 
the  earth  between  the  sun  and  the  moon,  so  as  to 
intercept  the  sun's  rays,  is  the  condition  of  the  eclipse, 
the  darkening  of  the  moon's  disc,  and  is  simultaneous 
with  its  effect.  On  the  other  hand,  the  making  of 
bricks  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  building  a  house 
with  them.  No  one  will  contend  that  these  processes 
are  one  process  differently  viewed,  or  that  they  have 
the  same  analysis.  They  are  plainly  former  and 
latter  portions  of  one  and  the  same  longer  process. 
Conditions,  then,  may  be  either  precedent  or  simulta 
neous  ;  the  dependence  of  the  conditioned  on  them 
is  what  is  essential.  Accordingly  the  neural  process 
may  be  simultaneous  with  the  sentient  process  with- 
1  Problems,  &c.  Vol.  II.  p.  466. 
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out  ceasing  to  be  its  condition,  that  is,  thought  as  its      ^Vi 
invariable  antecedent.      Nor  is  our  so  thinking  it  a         y^ 
mere  "  artifice,"  but  represents  the  necessary  depend-    c^ 
ence  of  some  phenomena  on  others,  when  they  are 
broken  up  into  particular  and  separate  objects.     It 
is  forced  upon  us  by  that  separation. 

"  So  with  the  supposed  transformation  of  a  neural 
process  into  a  sensation.  The  process  is  the  objective 
aspect  of  the  sensation.  Instead  of  our  feeling  the 
sensation  of  sound,  of  colour,  or  of  fragrance,  we  are 
mentally  looking  at  the  changes  in  the  sensory 
organ."1  Mr.  Lewes  means,  I  suppose,  that,  in  men 
tally  looking  at  the  changes  in  the  sensory  organ,  we 
forget  that  these  changes  were  felt  as  sounds,  colours, 
or  fragrance.  However,  here  is  the  point  on  which  I  ^ 
venture  to  differ.  Mr.  Lewes  has  two  subjective  ll 
aspects  for  the  same  neural  process.  The  changes  in 
the  sensory  organ  are  motion,  a  motion  of  solids ; 
motion  of  solids  is  an  object  which  is  analysable  into 
certain  modes  of  feeling,  Mr.  Lewes'  "  optico-muscu- 
lar  sensations,"  my  u  feelings  of  combined  sight  and 
touch  changing  in  space."  This  subjective  analysis 
of  the  motion  of  solids  is  the  subjective  aspect  of  the 
changes  in  the  sensory  organ.  This  is  one  subjective 
aspect.  Mr.  Lewes  has  another  besides.  The  feelings 
of  any  kind  attached  to  those  changes,  which  arise  in 
us  when  they  take  place;  feelings  which  may  be  of 
any  kind,  sounds,  colours,  fragrance,  emotions  of  va 
rious  sorts,  &c. ;  and  are  not  restricted  to  the  parti 
cular  kind  of  "optico-muscular."  Mr.  Lewes  clumps 
these  two  sets  of  feelings  together  under  the  single 
name  of  the  subjective  aspect.  He  has  two  subjec 
tive  aspects  for  the  same  neural  process ;  one  being 
1  Problems,  &c.  Vol.  IT.  p.  468. 
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into  which  it  is  analysable,  the  other 


~        those  which  arise  concomitantly  (or  possibly  subse- 
phenomena 


(f    °iuently)  with  it;  one  its  analysis  as  motion,  the  other 


its  conditioned  feeling;  one,  itself  subjectively,  the 
other,  some  feeling  of  fragrance,  sound,  and  so  on. 

This  latter  feeling,  or  set  of  feelings,  it  is,  which 
is  dependent  upon  the  motions  in  the  neural  process. 
The  dependence  is  a  fact  proved  by  experience.  If 
you  want  to  have  the  sensation  of  fragrance,  for  in 
stance,  you  must  set  up  some  mode  of  motion  in 
communication  with  the  nerve  of  smell.  And  that 
mode  of  motion  in  the  stimulus  and  in  the  nerve 
together  is  said  to  produce  the  sensation  of  fragrance  ; 
by  which  is  meant,  that  the  sensation  of  fragrance 
depends  upon  the  motion. 

When,  therefore,  Mr.  Lewes  objects,1  that  "to  say 
that  it  is  a  molecular  movement  which  produces  a 
sensation  of  sound  is  equivalent  to  saying  that  a 
sensation  of  sight  produces  a  sensation  of  hearing," 
namely,  because  the  molecular  movements  which  con 
dition  sensations  are  movements  which  we  could  see 
and  touch,  if  properly  placed;  —  there  is  nothing  to 
be  scandalised  at,  except  the  paradoxical  shape  into 
which  Mr.  Lewes  is  pleased  to  throw  the  proposition. 
It  is  merely  saying,  in  other  terms,  that  motion  of 
solids  can  be  analysed  into  modes  of  feeling.  But  it 
is  only  in  combination  that  these  modes  of  feeling  are 
motion  of  solids,  and  therefore  only  in  combination 
that  they  are  conditions  of  other  feelings. 

Mr.  Lewes,  however,  on  the  same  showing,  must 

admit  a  view  not  merely  paradoxical  in  point  of  form, 

but  logically  suicidal  ;  he  must  admit  that  to  say  that 

a  molecular  movement  is  the  objective  aspect  of  a 

1  Problems,  &c.  Vol   IT.  p.  481. 
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sensation  of  sound  is  equivalent  to  saying  that  a  sen-      cn^vn!' 
sation  of  sight  is  the  objective  aspect  of  a  sensation  of        J^ 
hearing.     He  must  admit  one  kind  of  sensation  as    c$j£jSj5^ 
the  objective  aspect  of  a  different  kind  of  sensation, 
and  both  alike  as  subjective  aspects  of  one  and  the 
same  movement. 

At  one  place  Mr.  Lewes  seems  on  the  point  of 
becoming  aware  of  the  two  subjective  aspects  which 
he  assumes.1  u  The  phenomenon  known  objectively 
as  a  nervous  tremor,  a  neural  process  involving  very 
complex  elements  of  molecular  energy,  does  not  be 
come  a  feeling  in  the  sentient  organism,  it  is  that 
feeling  in  the  organism,  and  is  the  occasion  of  a  quite 
different  feeling  in  the  observer."  Here,  the  feeling 
conditioned  by  the  neural  process  is  identified  with 
that  process,  its  condition;  and  the  true  subjective 
aspect  of  the  neural  process  is  put  aside,  by  calling 
the  process  "  the  occasion  of  a  quite  different  feeling 
in  the  observer." 

The  "  observer"  occupies  the  place  of  reflection ; 
and  it  is  reflection  which  distinguishes  the  objective 
and  subjective  aspects.  The  modes  of  feeling  into 
which  reflection  analyses  motion  are  the  subjective 
aspect  of  motion.  And  these  are  quite  a  different 
thing  from  the  modes  of  feeling  which  accompany 
motion  in  the  neural  process.  From  the  point  of 
view  of  reflection,  or  Mr.  Lewes'  observer,  both  these 
latter  things  are  seen  together,  accompanying  each 
other,  and  one  depending  on  the  other,  the  modes  of 
feeling  on  the  neural  process ;  they  are  not  seen  as 
each  taking  the  other's  place,  as  its  opposite  aspect ; 
besides  which,  the  neural  process  has,  for  the  ob 
server,  a  subjective  aspect  as  a  mode  of  feeling.  The 
1  Problems,  &c.  Vol.  II.  p.  488. 
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CH°ViiL      two  sets  °f  m°des  °f  feeling,  thus  attaching  to  the 

7j~        neural  process,  cannot  be  clumped  as  one  set,  to  be 

Phenomena C    ca^e(i  now  effect,  now  subjective  aspect ;  but  these 

two  names  must  be  used  to  keep  them  separate,  by 

being  separately  appropriated. 

Mr.  Lewes,  then,  has  failed  to  show  from  the 
facts  which  he  adduces,  that  the  subjective  aspect  is 
identical  with  the  objective.  And  he  fails,  because 
he  confuses  aspects  with  conditions,  notwithstanding 
his  law  of  identity  of  cause  and  effect.  For,  taking 
what  he  calls  the  subjective  aspect,  the  feeling  which 
he  says  is  the  neural  process,  (and  which  I  call  the 
feeling  conditioned  by  it),  he  has  separated  this  feel 
ing  from  that  which  he  calls  u  the  different  feeling  in 
the  observer,"  (which  is  the  true  subjective  aspect  of 
the  neural  process).  He  has  provided  himself  unwit 
tingly  with  two  subjective  aspects  of  one  neural  pro 
cess.  And  the  result  accordingly  is  the  very  reverse 
of  what  was  intended.  For  Mr.  Lewes  has  not  only 
not  shown  that  a  particular  case  of  a  condition,  motion, 
is  identical  with  what  it  conditions,  viz. :  the  feelings 
which  accompany  it,  but  in  trying  to  show  it,  by  in 
troducing  the  identity  of  the  subjective  and  objective 
aspects,  he  has  sundered  the  aspects  themselves. 
Such  is  the  consequence  of  identifying  the  objective 
aspect  with  a  condition,  by  making  it  the  condition 
of  the  subjective.  Had  Mr.  Lewes  seen  clearly  that 
aspects  are  inseparable  and  coextensive  solely  because 
they  are  products  of  reflection,  he  need  not  have 
mixed  up  his  principle  of  identity  of  cause  and  effect 
with  his  attempt  to  prove  that  the  particular  case  of 
motion  and  mode  of  feeling  was  a  case  of  insepara 
bility  of  aspects. 

I  have  examined  this  doctrine  as  it  appears  in  Mr. 
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Lewes'  Problem  VI.,  Chap.  IV.,  because   it  is  this 
Chapter  that  contains  all  that  even  looks  like  a  proof        — 
of  it.      But  it  is  not   the  only  place  in   which  the    Conditions  of 

•  .rn  en  omen  a. 

identity  of  neural  process  and  concomitant  sensation 
is  maintained.  We  have  already,  under  the  head  of 
Psychological  Principles,  been  told  of  the  u  Psycho- 
plasm,"  from  which  the  psychical  organism  is  evolved, 
as  the  vital  organism  is  from  the  "  Bioplasm."1  The 
a  neural  tremors"  of  the  Psychoplasrn  are  "  the  raw 
material  of  Consciousness."  "  The  movements  of  the 
Psychoplasm  constitute  Sensibility."  Of  the  mental 
organism  we  are  told,  "  Here  also  every  phenomenon 
is  the  product  of  two  factors  external  and  internal, 
impersonal  and  personal,  objective  and  subjective. 
Viewing  the  internal  factor  solely  in  the  light  of 
Feeling,  we  may  say  that  the  sentient  material  out  of 
which  all  the  forms  of  Consciousness  are  evolved  is 
the  Psychoplasm  incessantly  fluctuating,  incessantly 
renewed.  Viewing  this  on  the  physiological  side,  it 
is  the  succession  of  neural  tremors,  variously  com 
bining  into  neural  groups."  Has  the  "  Psychoplasm" 
any  other  or  sounder  basis  to  stand  on  than  the  argu 
ment  which  has  now  been  examined?  This  I  will 
not  undertake  to  say.  The  conception  itself  must 
first  be  made  clearer  than  appears  from  these  two 
volumes  of  Mr.  Lewes. 

Before  going  farther  I  would  remark,  that  the 
discussion  of  Mr.  Lewes'  Problem  has  carried  us  into 
psychology;  we  are  no  longer  discussing  a  metaphy 
sical  but  a  psychological  question  ;  the  nature  of  the 
connection  between  neural  processes  and  states  of 
consciousness  is  our  object-  matter.  For  his  meta 
physical  principle  of  the  identity  of  cause  and  effect 
1  Problems,  &c.  Vol.  I.  p.  118,  119. 
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^Vn!'  ig  brought  in  by  Mr.  Lewes  in  proving  a  case  which 
yj~  he  supposes  to  fall  under  it,  that  case  being  the  con 
nection  between  nerve  and  consciousness.  That  Mr. 
Lewes  has  up  to  this  point  failed,  as  I  have  tried  to 
show,  in  proving  his  case,  makes  no  difference  in 
respect  of  the  department  of  knowledge  to  which  it 
belongs. 

But  we  are  soon  brought  back  again  to  wider 
ground.  I  have  not  yet  mentioned  all  the  reasons 
which  Mr.  Lewes  urges  in  support  of  his  view.  One 
remains,  to  which  great  importance  is  apparently 
attached.  It  is  that  "  psychological  law,"  in  accord 
ance  with  which  we  do,  as  a  fact,  "  express  all  objec 
tive  aspects  in  terms  of  Matter  and  Motion,  and  all 
subjective  aspects  in  terms  of  Consciousness.  Motion 
expresses  the  changing  positions  of  objects  in  Space 
• — i.e.,  redistributions  of  Force — and  thus,  metapho 
rically,  comes  to  express  the  changes  in  Conscious 
ness  when  these  are  viewed  objectively."1  Again, 
44  The  Motion  which  is  contrasted  with  Feeling  is 
strictly  speaking  only  one  mode  of  Feeling  contrasted 
with  all  other  modes,  and  made  to  represent  the  objec 
tive  or  physical  aspect  of  phenomena,  in  preference 
to  any  other  mode,  because  of  the  predominance  of 
the  organ  whence  it  is  derived,"2  the  organ,  namely, 
of  vision.  And  again,  u  Motions,  apart  from  Vision, 
are  as  impossible  as  sounds  apart  from  Hearing. 
Nevertheless,  for  the  reasons  previously  stated,  we 
inevitably  translate  all  sensations  into  terms  of  Mo 
tion  when  viewing  them  objectively :  as  objects  the 
feelings  are  all  interpreted  by  the  one  sense  which 
predominates  in  our  perception  of  the  external."3 

1  Problems,  &c.  Vol.  II.  p.  473.  2  Same  place,  p.  480. 

3  Same  place,  p.  482. 
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These  considerations  change,  by  enlarging,  the  c^vn 
ground,  on  which  the  doctrine  of  identity  of  condition  ~ 
and  consequent  in  the  neural  process  stands.  We  are 
no  longer  asked  to  deal  with  motion  in  the  neural 
process,  but  with  motion  in  the  whole  external  world, 
of  which  the  neural  process  is  but  a  part.  The  entire 
motion  in  the  whole  world,  in  connection  with  that 
in  the  sentient  organism,  is  now  taken  as  the  objec 
tive  aspect  of  the  accompanying  sensation  in  the 
organism.  "  For  the  sensation  of  colour  there  is 
required  not  only  the  rhythmic  pulses  of  the  ether,  but 
the  co-operation  of  the  optical  apparatus,  together 
with  the  propagation  of  the  stimulus  to  the  brain, 
where  certain  changes  are  effected,  the  sum  of  which 
is  this  particular  sensation."1 

Now  granting  for  argument's  sake,  that  motion  is 
an  expression  for  the  whole  objective  aspect  of  things, 
as  distinguished  from  the  subjective  which  is  called 
feeling,  still  it  by  no  means  follows  that  a  particular 
motion  is  the  objective  aspect,  and  not  the  condition, 
of  a  particular  feeling.  The  neural  process,  a  part  of 
motion  at  large,  may  still  have  one  feeling  as  its 
dependent  concomitant,  and  another  as  its  subjective 
aspect. 

Two  distinct  questions,  then,  are  mixed  up  toge 
ther  by  Mr.  Lewes ;  the  first,  as  to  the  neural  process 
being  identical  with  its  concomitant  sensation;  the 
second,  as  to  motion  at  large  being  identical  with 
feeling  at  large.  On  what  ground  are  these  ques 
tions  so  treated?  We  must  look,  I  suppose,  to  the 
"psychological  law"  which  has  just  been  described,— 
44  It  is  a  fact  that  we  express  all  objective  aspects  in 
terms  of  Matter  and  Motion,  and  all  subjective  aspects 
1  Problems,  &c.  Vol.  II.  p.  488. 
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%m  terrns  of  Consciousness ;"  and  we  do  so  for  no  other 
assigned  reason  but  "because  of  the  predominance  of 
the  [visual]  organ." 

We  have  waited  up  to  the  last  Chapter  of  the 
book  for  an  account  of  what  Mr.  Lewes  understood 
by  objective  and  subjective  aspects,  and  how  the  dis 
tinction  arose.  He  has  indeed  spoken  before  of  the 
Subject  and  the  Object  as  the  factors  of  every  psychical 
phenomenon  ;*  he  has  spoken  of  perception  being  the 
assimilation  of  the  Object  by  the  Subject;2  also  of 
the  external  and  the  internal,  the  personal  and  the 
impersonal,3  the  self  and  the  not-self;4  but  he  has  not, 
till  now,  told  us  how  he  would  define  what  subjec 
tivity  and  objectivity  are,  or  what  characteristics  he 
holds  to  constitute  them.  Here  is  at  last  the  answer. 
It  is,  that  the  predominance  of  visual  sensibility  over 
other  modes  of  it  leads  us  to  interpret  all  kinds  of 
sensibility  in  terms  of  motion,  which  is  a  mode  of 
sensibility  peculiar  to  vision  ;  and  so  to  interpret 
them  is  to  interpret  them  objectively,  all  objective 
aspects,  and  no  subjective  ones,  being  included  under 
this  interpretation.  The  interpretation  of  phenomena 
in  terms  of  motion  (matter  being  supposed  as  common 
to  all  alike5)  is  the  characteristic  of  their  objectivity, 
while  the  leaving  them  as  feelings  not  so  interpreted 
is  that  of  their  subjectivity. 

Applying  this  to  the  particular  case  of  the  neural 
process,  the  name  itself  shows  that  it  is  interpreted 
in  terms  of  motion.  It  is  therefore  part  of  the 
objective  aspect,  and  not  of  the  subjective.  But 
the  sensation  which  accompanies  it  is  not  so  in- 

1  Problems,  &c.  Vol.  I.  p.  122.  2  The  same,  Vol.  I.  p.  189. 

3  The  same,  Vol.  I.  p.  119.  4  The  same,  Vol.  I.  p.  194. 

5  The  same,  Vol.  II.  pp.  474.  476.  &c. 


ELEMENTS,  ASPECTS,  AND  CONDITIONS. 


51 


terpreted  ;  and  therefore,  remaining  as  feeling,  it 
belongs  to  the  subjective,  and  not  to  the  objective, 
aspect. 

But,  according  to  Mr.  Lewes,  its  concomitant 
sensation  is  the  only  subjective  aspect  which  a  neural 
process  has.  For  he  is  not  aware,  as  I  have  shown 
above,  of  its  true  subjective  aspect.  He  sees,  there 
fore,  nothing  to  hinder  him  from  abolishing  the  neural 
process  as  a  condition,  and  taking  it  solely  as  a  part 
of  the  objective  aspect.  He  first  takes  its  effect,  its 
concomitant  sensation,  as  its  subjective  aspect,  then 
brings  it  together  with  the  sensation  under  his  general 
distinction  of  aspects,  and  the  terms  condition  and 
conditioned  cease  to  be  applicable.  But  this  whole 
argument  fails,  when  it  is  shown,  as  above,  that  the 
neural  process  has  both  a  subjective  aspect  and  a 
concomitant  sensation,  wholly  different  from  each 
oth(  r.  For  in  this  case  we  must  have  a  theory  which 
provides  an  appropriate  place  for  both. 

And  now  it  may  fairly  be  asked — What  is  the 
outcome  of  all  this  reasoning  of  Mr.  Lewes  ?     What 
sort  of  world  do  we  live  in,  when  the  distinction  of 
condition  and  conditioned  has  been  swallowed  up  in 
that  of  opposite  aspects  ?     What  are  these  opposite 
aspects  which  remain  as  our  ultimate    distinction  ? 
Again  I  remark,  that  the  Chapter  now  under  discus 
sion  is  not  the  only  place  where  the  subjective  and 
objective  aspects  are  spoken  of,  though  it  is  the  place 
where  the  final  explanation  of  them  is  to  be  found. 
In  this  Chapter  we  read  that  "the  Motion  which  is 
contrasted  with  Feeling  is  strictly  speaking  only  one 
mode  of  Feeling   contrasted   with    all    other   modes"1 
Feeling,  then,  it  is  which  includes  both  the  aspects, 
1  Part  of  a  passage  already  quoted  :  Vol.  II.  p.  480. 
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CH°^II  subjective  and  objective.  There  is  motion  which  is 
Tj"  one  mode  of  feeling ;  then  there  are  the  other  modes 
of  feeling ;  and  then  there  is  feeling  at  large,  which 
includes  both,  having  something  common  to  both, 
namely,  "  muscular  innervation,"  which  is  aa  neces 
sary  factor  in  every  feeling."1  It  might  seem  from 
one  passage,  as  if  even  this  most  general  feeling  had 
its  correlate,  namely  Matter ;  since  we  read  that 
u  Matter  has  its  indestructible  Activity,  and  pheno 
mena  are  its  manifestations.  But  Matter  to  us  is  the 
Felt,  and  therefore  all  its  manifestations  are  changes 
in  our  Feeling;  &c."2  Still  Mr.  Lewes  does  not  insist 
upon  the  correlation. 

The  subjective  and  objective  aspects,  then,  do  not 
reach  to  everything.  There  is  Feeling  beyond  them, 
which  they  divide,  Feeling  in  general,  the  charac 
teristic  of  which  is  "  muscular  innervation ;"  a 
characteristic  which  is  common  to  both  aspects,  but 
not  characteristic  of  either.  This  generic  Feeling  it 
is,  which  is  Mr.  Lewes'  ''ultimate,"  that  in  which  the 
subjective  and  objective  aspects  are  united.  Their 
de  facto  community  is  expressed  by  referring  them  to 
one  logical  genus,  notwithstanding  their  specific 
difference.  "While  the  logical  disparity  between 
Object  and  Subject,  or  Motion  and  Feeling,  is  wide 
and  irremovable,  the  real  parity  lies  in  their  being 
both  modes  of  Feeling."3, 

The  latest  expression,  then,  of  Mr.  Lewes'  views 
is,  that  feeling,  a  single  term,  is  the  highest  and  most 
general  term  in  our  knowledge.  The  objective  and 
subjective  aspects  are  its  modifications,  and  arise 
according  as  we  do  or  do  not  experience  the  particular 

1  Problems,  &c.  Vol.  II.  p.  476. 

2  Same  plaqe,  p.  474.  3  Same  place,  p.  492-3. 
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feeling  of  motion,  or  combine  it  with  other  feelings.  ^ViY' 
It  follows  from  this,  that,  if  we  had  no  sense  of  sight,  ~ 
and  consequently  no  sense  of  motion,  we  should  have 
no  objective  aspect  of  existence ;  what  is  now  called 
subjective  feeling  would  be  all.  The  two  aspects  are 
thus  reduced  to  be  two  species  of  a  common  genus, 
feeling;  motion  being  the  differentia  of  objectivity. 
The  aspects  are  not  our  ultimates,  but  feeling ;  and 
the  distinction  of  the  aspects  is  reduced  from  the  rank 
of  a  philosophical  to  that  of  a  psychological  distinction. 
Feeling,  the  ultimate,  is  taken  as  a  something,  not 
objectively  existing  but  still  a  something, — are  we  to 
call  it  "  Psychoplasm"  ? — which  has  two  sorts  of  sensi 
bility,  an  objective  sort  and  a  subjective.  And  ob 
jective  existence  depends  upon  this  something,  feeling, 
being  endowed  with  vision  among  other  senses.  In 
my  view  on  the  contrary,  the  philosophical  as  opposed 
to  the  psychological  view,  feeling,  so  far  from  being 
the  common  genus  of  the  objective  and  subjective 
aspects,  is  a  name  for  the  subjective  aspect  alone,  and 
its  obverse,  the  objective,  aspect  is  existence. 

Such,  then,  is  the  theory  which  Mr.  Lewes  calls 
Monism.  The  name  has  been  chosen  by  himself,1 
and  I  think  rightly.  You  cannot  take  the  categories 
of  direct  thought  as  ultimate  categories  of  existence, 
without  having  a  single  thing  as  ultimate  genus,  (in 
this  case  feeling) ;  and  without  considering  its  sub- 
genera  as  portions  of  it,  or  as  constituents  of  it. 
However  abstract  or  indefinite  that  single  term  may 
be,  were  it  even  TO  ev  or  TO  ov,  it  is  regarded  as  if  it 
were  an  existent  and  an  absolute,  for  it  is  an  object  of 
direct  and  not  of  reflective  perception. 

But  so  to  regard  existence,  as  an  object  of  direct 
1  Problems,  &c.  Vol.  I.  p.  122. 
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SrVii1'     perception,  involves  necessarily  applying  to  it  as  its 

—        highest  categories  the  empirical  and  scientific  cate- 

Conditions  of   gories  of  condition,  factor,  and  so  on.    Then  reflection 

Phenomena.  '  . 

supervenes,  and  you  are  referred  from  direct  distinc 
tions  to  reflective,  and  back  again  from  reflective  to 
direct,  without  end ;  what  now  appears  as  condition 
is  soon  seen  as  aspect ;  what  now  is  seen  as  aspect 
appears  presently  as  factor.  Nor  is  there  any  escape 
from  this  perpetual  Hegelian  transformation  scene, 
:  except  by  defining  what  is  meant  by  factor,  what  by 
condition,  what  by  element,  and  what  by  aspect. 
Otherwise  it  is  a  ceaseless  round  of  binding  and 
loosing,  setzen  and  aufheben,  asserting  and  retracting, 
without  even  the  satisfaction  of  a  method  in  the  pro 
cess,  or  a  goal  to  which  it  may  seem  to  tend.  Hege- 
lianism  offers  at  least  these ;  there  is  a  distinct  method 
in  the  negation  of  negation,  and  a  distinct  goal  in  the 
Absolute  Mind. 

Mr.  Lewes,  indeed,  seems  to  take  pleasure  in  re 
tracting  for  its  own  sake  ;  and  sometimes  he  surprises 
us  by  his  eagerness.  I  was  surprised  and  a  little 
disappointed  too,  after  reading  the  sentence  which 
speaks  about  the  parity  between  Object  and  Subject 
lying  in  their  being  both  modes  of  Feeling,1  to  find 
that  the  very  next  words  were  a  I  do  not  mean  this 
in  the  idealistic  sense."  The  logic  would  have  been 
better  if  he  had.  A  theory  of  the  Absolute : — a  Mo 
nistic  theory  of  the  Absolute ; — a  Monistic  theory  of 
the  Absolute  in  which  Feeling  is  sole  existent ;  — and 
yet  not  meant  in  an  idealistic  sense, — seems  to  me 
just  a  little,  tant  soit  peu,  illogical. 

You  have  a  monistic  theory  of  the  absolute,  if 
you  make  a  single  genus,  which  is  a  category  of  direct 
1  Quoted  above  :  Vol.  II.  p.  492. 
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thought,  your  ultimate  of  all  thought.  You  have  an 
idealistic  monism,  if  that  ultimate  is  of  a  subjective 
character.  The  partial  character  inherent  in  idealism,  \ 
the  direct  character  inherent  in  monism,  are  the  ruin 
of  both  as  philosophical  theories.  Facts  force  us  to 
have  tivo,  the  two  reflective,  aspects  as  our  ultimates 
of  thought. 

Even  Mr.  Lewes  cannot  avoid  it.  What  prompted 
the  "I  do  not  mean  this  in  the  idealistic  sense"?  I 
believe  he  did  not  mean  to  mean  it.  His  theory  means 
it,  not  he.  Thus,  too,  we  saw  above,1  that  his  analysis 
has  really  furnished  him  with  an  objective  correlate 
of  Feeling,  namely  Matter,  if  only  he  would  stoop  to 
take  it  up.  And,  strangest  of  all,  in  making  his  final 
statement  and  summary,  he  falls  at  once  into  the 
assumption  of  reflective  aspects:  "  Existence—  the 
Absolute — is  known  to  us  in  Feeling,  which  &c."5 
Feeling,  the  quondam  ultimate,  appears  here  but  as 
the  subjective  aspect  of  existence  or  the  absolute. 
There  is,  then,  something  beyond  even  Feeling  ?  There 
is.  And  what  may  it  be?  The  object  of  the  feeling, 
Existence. 

Perhaps  it  will  be  said,  that  at  least  Mr.  Lewes 
has  the  merit  of  having  solved,  or  rather  dissolved, 
the  question,  hitherto  held  insoluble,  as  to  the  mode 
of  connection  between  neural  process  and  conscious 
ness.  He  lays  claim  to  have  done  so  by  proving  the 
identity  of  the  two.3  But  this  question  seems  to  me 
to  remain  precisely  in  its  old  position.  For  it  is  a 
question,  not  of  metaphysic,  but  of  psychology ;  to 
show  that  a  neural  process  has  a  subjective  aspect  in 
metaphysic  is  no  explanation  of  its  having  a  conse- 

1  At  p.  52.  2  Problems,  &c.  Vol.  II.  p.  502. 

3  Same  place,  pp.  458.  459. 
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CH?  vn!'      quent  in  psychology,  notwithstanding  that  both  its 
—         consequent  and  its   subjective  aspect  are   states  of 
Cphenomenaf    consciousness.     More  than  this  must  be  shown  in 
order  to  solve  the  question,  namely,  that  the  conse 
quent  and  the  subjective  aspect  are  one  and  the  same 
state  of  consciousness.     But  it  is  just  this  which  Mr. 
Lewes  has  not  succeeded  in  showing. 

[NOTE.  The  foregoing  criticism  was  written  before 
the  appearance  of  Mr.  Lewes'  third  volume  of  Pro 
blems,  The  Physical  Basis  of  Mind,  where  he  returns 
to  this  question  in  the  Problem  entitled  Animal  Auto 
matism.  He  there  makes  his  meaning  much  more 
clear,  so  clear  that  his  argument  may  almost  serve  as 
its  own  refutation.  From  §  30.  of  that  Problem  the 
state  of  consciousness  accompanying  a  neural  process 
is  plainly  conceived  as  both  subjective  aspect  and 
conditioned  result  of  the  process.  For,  after  describ 
ing  it  as  aspect,  Mr.  Lewes  proceeds,  "  Secondly,  be 
tween  the  logical  proposition  and  the  physical  process" 
[which  is  his  instance  of  the  phenomenon  in  question] 
"  there  is  a  community  of  causal  dependence,  i.e.,  the 
mode  of  grouping  of  the  constituent  elements,  where 
by  this  proposition,  and  not  another,  is  the  result 
of  this  grouping,  and  not  another."1 

I  have  therefore  nothing  to  alter  in  my  argument. 
For  on  this  passage  I  have  merely  to  ask — If  the 
logical  proposition,  which  is  the  result,  is  also  the 
subjective  aspect  of  the  neural  process,  how  do  we 
know  that  we  have  the  neural  process?  We  should 
know  it  only  as  logical  proposition,  and  not  as  neural 
process  at  all,  if  the  logical  proposition  were  its  sub- 

1  Physical  Basis  of  Mind,  Prob.  III.  Chap.  3.  p.  335. 
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jective  aspect;   it  would  be  a  logical  proposition  to 
consciousness,  and  nothing  else. 

The  use  which  Mr.  Lewes  makes  of  this  doctrine, 
in  the  Problem  Animal  Automatism,  is  to  maintain 
against  Professor  Huxley,  that  consciousness  (in  the 
large  sense  of  feeling  or  sentience)  is  an  agent  in 
determining  the  actions  of  the  living  being.  It  is 
argued  to  be  so  on  the  ground  of  its  identity  with  the 
neural  process ;  what  the  neural  process  does,  it  does. 
"  Surely  it  seems  more  accurate  to  say  that  it  ac 
companies  and  directs  the  working?"1  "The  feeling 
which  accompanies  one  muscular  contraction  is  itself 
the  stimulus  of  the  next  contraction ;  *  *  *  the  col 
lateral  product  of  one  movement  becomes  a  directing 
factor  in  the  succeeding  movement."2 

Now  all  that  Mr.  Lewes  says  on  the  wide  and 
fundamental  difference  between  vital  mechanism  and 
merely  mechanic  mechanism,  and  on  the  power  of 
"  selective  adaptation"  shown  by  the  former,  is  to  my 
mind  sound  and  thoroughly  admirable.  The  living 
organism  is  not  a  dead  but  a  living  machine,  capable 
of  acting  pro  re  nata,  and  capable  also,  wherever  con 
sciousness  is  present,  of  choosing  and  of  willing.  But 
the  question  which  is  raised  under  the  title  "auto 
matism"  is  not  whether  a  sentient  organism  can  act 
selectively,  but  whether  the  sentience  of  that  organ 
ism,  taken  apart,  contributes  to  determine  the  act. 
In  other  words,  the  question  is  a  question,  not  of 
metaphysic,  but  of  psychology.  It  is  so  because 
psychology  separates  its  phenomena,  is  science  and 
not  philosophy.  To  answer  this  psychological  ques 
tion  by  a  metaphysical,  a  philosophical,  distinction, 
that  of  the  two  aspects,  is  beside  the  mark.  The 
1  Physical  Basis,  &c.  Chap.  7.  p.  406.  2  The  same,  p.  407. 
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OH?  vii.1'  psychological  question,  relating  to  sentience  by  itself, 
~^  is  not  thereby  answered.  Not  to  mention  that,  as  I 
Cphenomnenaf  nave  tried  to  snow?  tne  attempt  to  identify  the  meta 
physical  aspects  with  the  psychological  condition  and 
conditioned  entirely  breaks  down.  Consequently,  on 
the  one  hand,  psychology  is  assured  against  the  un 
warranted  intrusion  of  the  metaphysical  notion  of 
aspects,  and  on  the  other  hand,  a  result  if  possible 
still  more  important,  metaphysic  is  protected  from 
the  equally  unwarranted  intrusion  of  the  psycholo 
gical  condition.  True,  the  notions  of  aspect  and  con 
dition  are  defined  by  metaphysic,  and  both  in  this 
sense  belong  to  it ;  but  the  use  of  the  two  notions  is 
different;  that  of  aspects  being  of  use  chiefly  in 
metaphysic,  that  of  condition  and  conditioned  for 
the  most  part  in  science,  of  which  psychology  is  a 
branch.] 


Limits  ofMeta-         §  ^  I  w^l  conclude  this  Chapter  by  indicating 
physic  and     the  exact  point  and  exact  mode  of  divergence  be- 

Psychology.  L  O 

tween  the  two  domains  of  metaphysic  and  psychology. 
This  will  best  be  done  by  returning  to  the  point 
where  Mr.  Lewes  has  confused  condition  with  aspect, 
by  neglecting  to  observe  the  two  subjective  aspects 
which  he  introduces.1 

The  tactual  sense  and  its  special  percepts,  namely, 
solidity  resistance  and  motion  of  solids,  are  the  field 
in  which  this  confusion  arises,  and  in  which  an  accu 
rate  analysis  will  disclose  the  difference  which  dis 
solves  the  confusion.  The  tactual  sense  and  its 
percepts  are  the  only  case  in  which  the  three  things, 
1  Above,  p.  43. 
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subjective  aspect,  objective  aspect,  and  condition  of 
both,  appear  to  coincide.  This  sense  is  the  only  one 
which  appears  to  be  objectively  (i.e.,  in  relation  to 
other  objects  in  consciousness),  just  what  it  is  sub 
jectively,  (i.e.,  in  relation  to  consciousness  alone). 
Resisting  and  moving  solids  appear  to  affect  our 
consciousness  precisely  as  they  affect  other  solids 
and  their  attributes  which  are  not  solid.  They  ap 
pear  to  act  on  our  nerves  as  solids  act  on  solids ;  and 
the  combined  action  of  nerve  and  external  solids 
appears  to  be  accompanied  by  sensation  in  our  nerve 
substance,  just  as  the  combined  action  of  external 
solids  is  accompanied  by  the  non-solid  attributes  of 
solids,  e.g.,  heat  and  colour. 

Tactual  sensation  and  its  objects,  moving  and 
resisting  solids,  therefore,  appear  to  contain,  if  not 
to  be,  the  common  summit,  or  common  starting  point, 
from  which  flow  down  the  two  streams  of  history  or 
science,  (which  is  history  conceptualised),  and  of 
subjective  analysis  or  metaphysic. 

In  history,  or  its  generalisation,  science,  the  ques 
tion  occurs, — In  what  point  are  cases  of  succession 
or  co-existence  which  are  dependences  distinguished 
from  cases  of  mere  succession  or  co-existence  with 
out  dependence  ?  As,  for  instance,  day  and  night, 
as  depending  on  the  positions  of  earth  arid  sun,  from 
day  and  night  as  succeeding,  but  not  depending  on, 
each  other.  Why  do  they  not  depend  on  each  other  ? 
Experience  shows  that  it  is  only  in  the  case  of  solids 
in  interaction  that  dependence  exists,  this  depend 
ence  being  of  two  kinds,  1st,  dependence  of  latter  on 
former  states  of  the  solids  themselves ;  2nd,  depend 
ence  of  non-solid  attributes  on  states  of  solids. 

All  causation,  all  real  conditioning  (in  the  common 
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CH^VII!'      acceptation  of  the  term  real)  is,  so  far  as  we  know,  a 
—        case  of  interaction  of  solids.     These  interacting  solids 
iphy^2a"  condition  each  other,  and  together  condition  the  co- 
Psychoiogy.    existing   or   succeeding   phenomena  which   are   not 
solids  ;    hot  these  latter  phenomena  do  not  re -act 
upon  the  solids  which  condition  them,  nor  do  they 
act  upon  each  other.    To  give  an  explanation  of  any 
thing  in  terms  of  motion  of  solids  is  a  materialistic 
explanation ;  and  this  materialism  is  perfectly  legiti 
mate  ;  but  it  is  science,  not  philosophy. 

But  when  we  come  to  questions  of  ultimate  na 
ture,  of  subjective  analysis,  then  solids  and  their 
interaction  are  one  case,  among  many,  of  states  of 
consciousness  taken  empirically  or  in  the  concrete, 
and,  like  all  other  empirical  states  of  consciousness, 
are  capable  of  a  metaphysical  analysis  into  elements. 
Motion  of  solids  is  a  particular  kind  of  motion.  Mo 
tion  is  itself  a  particular  kind  of  change,  that  change 
which  takes  place  in  space  as  well  as  in  time.  Change 
is,  then,  the  first  empirical  thing,  more  ultimate  than 
motion.  Those  Idealist  systems  which  explain  the 
genesis  of  the  world  by  Change  (e.g.  Hegel's;  for 
his  negativity,  Unterschied,  and  the  well -spring  of 
force  which  lies  in  these,  are  nothing  but  other 
names  for  change),  are  more  profound  than  the 
Materialist  systems  which  profess  to  be  systems  of 
philosophy.  For  these  explain  the  same  thing  by 
something  much  more  in  need  of  analysis,  namely, 
motion  of  solids.  Still  the  Idealist  systems  spoken 
of  are  radically  guilty  of  the  same  kind  of  error  as 
the  Materialistic ;  the  error  of  posing  as  explanations 
of  genesis  at  all.  Subjective  analysis  is  no  scientific, 
no  historical,  explanation.  It  is  purely  philosophical. 
Psychology  belongs  to  science  and  not  to  philo- 
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sophy,  and  for  this  reason,  that  it  deals  with  a  par- 
ticular  class  of  real  (in  the  common  sense)  causes  or  — 
conditions  of  dependence  of  phenomena  on  one 
another.  The  effects  or  results  may  be  general,  - 
all  consciousness  ;  but  still  the  conditions  are  a  par 
ticular  class,  nerve-motions,  or,  at  the  widest,  motions 
of  solids  among  which  nerve-motions  must  be  in 
cluded.  Motions  of  solids  are  a  particular  class  of 
phenomena;  the  additional  circumstance  of  nerve- 
motions  being  found  with  the  others  distinguishes 
the  conditions  contemplated  by  psychology  from 
those  contemplated  by  mechanic,  physic,  chemistry, 
and  the  lower  branches  of  physiology. 

These,  then,  are  the  two  streams  flowing  down 
from  what  appears  to  be  the  common  summit  or 
source,  tactual  sensation  and  its  objects.  The  ques 
tion  which  this  common  source  suggests  is,  —  Whe 
ther  the  sole  fact  of  a  common  source  of  philosophy 
and  science  does  not  show  the  priority  of  science  to 
philosophy?  source  being  a  word  of  genesis  and 
history.  Or,  not  insisting  on  the  word,  as  being 
possibly  only  figurative,  does  not  the  source  being 
common  to  both  show  that  a  common  unity,  higher 
than  both,  exists?  And  if  so,  —  then,  this  unity 
being  tactual  sensation  and  its  objects,  a  material^ 
istic  ontology  is  involved,  which  I  take  to  be  the 
true  meaning  of  the  claim  put  forward  by  Material-, 
ism  to  be  philosophy  as  well  as  science. 

The  answer  to  these  questions  must  be  given  by 
a  further  analysis.  I  have  already  shown  that  Mr. 
Lewes  has  included  two  distinct  things  under  his 
subjective  aspect,  in  the  cases  of  sight  and  hearing; 
the  neural  process  (or  nerve-motion)  has  a  subjective 
aspect  as  a  complex  of  visual  and  tactual  sensations, 
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H.Vn!'      ancl  an°ther  (which  I  call  its  effect  or  result)  as  the 
—         accompanying  sensation  of  sight  or  of  hearing.    Here 
"  we  have  neural  processes  subserving  sight  and  hear- 
ing.     But  suppose  the  neural  process  is  one  subserv 
ing  tactual  sensations  alone, — do  not  then  the   ac 
companying  sensation  and  the  subjective-aspect  sen 
sation  melt  into  one  and  the  same  sensation,  so  as  to 
leave  us  with  the  neural  process  as  at  once  condition 
and  objective  aspect  of  a  sensation  which  is  at  once 
its  effect  and  its  subjective  aspect? 

This  is  what  I  meant  above,  by  saying  that  tactual 
sensation  and  its  objects  were  the  only  case  in  which 
subjective  aspect,  objective  aspect,  and  condition, 
appear  to  coincide.  Do  they  coincide  truly?  It  is 
for  analysis  to  answer.  They  do  not.  It  is  a  case 
of  dolus  latet  in  generalibw.  The  accompanying  sen 
sations  of  the  neural  process  subserving  touch  are 
precise  and  various.  The  subjective- aspect  sensations 
of  the  same  neural  process  are  most  imperfectly 
known  to  us,  so  much  so  that  we  have  to  describe 
them  in  the  same  most  general  terms, — nerve-motion 
and  so  on,— in  all  cases,  no  matter  what  the  parti 
cular  accompanying  sensations  may  be.  True,  the 
differences,  which  we  have  as  yet  no  means  of  ob 
serving,  in  the  nerve-motion,  correspond  minutely  to 
and  vary  with,  as  we  cannot  but  imagine,  the  mi 
nutest  differences  in  the  accompanying  sensations. 
They  would  not  be  their  conditions  if  they  did  not. 
But  this  varying  with  sensations  is  not  the  same 
thing  as  being  the  objective  aspect  of  sensations.  If 
we  could  see  and  feel  the  nerve-motions  subservient 
to  touch,  even  if  we  could  see  and  feel  them  in  all 
their  variations,  we  should  not  be  feeling  the  objects 
of  tactual  sensation  which  we  perceive  by  their  action. 


ELEMENTS,  ASPECTS,  AND  CONDITIONS.  ()3 

The  objects  which  accompany  their  action  are  dif- 
ferent  from  the  objects  which  compose  their  action. 

It  is,  therefore,  an  error  arising  from  insufficient 
analysis  of  general  terms,  the  terms  of  matter  and 
motion,  to  suppose  that  tactual  sensation  and  its 
objects  are  at  once  the  condition  and  the  objective 
aspect  of  all  other  existences.  It  is  one  particular 
kind  of  motion  of  solids  which  is  the  condition  of 
existence  of  all  our  states  of  consciousness.  But  this 
is  very  different  from  saying  that  this  particular  kind 
of  motion  of  solids,  or  that  motion  of  solids  at  large, 
is  the  objective  aspect  of  all  existence,  or,  in  other 
words,  is  the  whole  of  existence  and  co-extensive  with 
consciousness.  Our  states  of  consciousness  come  to 
us  piecemeal  to  some  extent,  and  in  consequence  of 
reflection  we  find  that  one  particular  set  of  them, 
nerve-motions,  accompanies  as  its  condition  whatever 
state  of  consciousness  may  come  to  us.  But  the  uni 
versality  of  this  condition,  universal  so  for  as  our 
experience  of  conditions  goes,  cannot  render  the  con 
dition  co-extensive  with  what  it  conditions,  still  less 
render  it  an  absolute  source  of  that  of  which  it  is 
itself  a  part,  namely,  existence  at  large. 

Many  of  our  imaginations  which  have  an  emo 
tional  content  are  known  to  us  only  as  representa 
tions.  If  we  could  have  presentations  of  these  objects, 
as  they  are  imagined,  and  if  besides  these  presenta 
tions  were  found  to  consist  of,  or  depend  upon,  motion 
of  solids,  as  our  actual  presentations  do,  then  there 
would  be  more  ground  for  supposing  that  motion  of 
solids  was  co-extensive  with  existence  at  large.  But 
as  it  is,  nerve-motion  is  the  condition  of  our  having 
imagination  and  emotion,  but  it  is  not  the  condition 
of  the  actuality  of  what  we  imagine  and  emotionally 
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CH°Vii!'      ^ee^-     For  the  presentation,  or  (same  thing)  for  the 
YJ~         actuality  of  this,  we  should  probably  need  quite  dif- 


ferent  senses  from  those  which  we  actually  have.  But 
Psychology.  ^s  actuality  and  its  presentation  are  not  impossi 
bilities;  there  may  be  beings  more  richly  endowed 
than  man,  or  (same  thing)  there  may  be  modes  of 
consciousness  greater  and  better  than  his,  for  which 
the  presentation  and  the  actuality  exist.  Man's  mode 
of  presentation  and  man's  perception  of  the  actual 
are  not  the  measure  of  all  actual  perception,  but  only 
of  his  own.  What  may  be  actual  to  others  is  imagin 
able  by  him  only  as  possible.  It  thus  falls  within 
the  domain  of  reflection  and  philosophy,  though  be 
yond  the  domain  of  scientific  verification.  And  in 
philosophy,  inasmuch  as  it  involves  the  hypothesis 
of  new  modes  of  sensation  and  a  new  psychology,  it 
falls  into  the  Constructive  Branch,  and  does  not 
belong  to  the  analytical  branch  only,  which  is  meta- 
physic. 

I  was  the  more  alive  to  the  confusion  between 
aspects  and  conditions  (a  confusion  which,  as  we  have 
seen,  is  very  far  from  being  confined  to  Mr.  Lewes), 
because  it  is  one  which  I  once  shared,  and  which  T 
found  it  most  difficult  to  get  rid  of.  Notwithstanding 
that  I  drew  the  distinction  itself  pretty  clearly  in  one 
part  of  Time  and  Space,1  and  insisted  upon  it  as  one 
of  the  most  essential  in  philosophy,  the  confusion  still 
clung  to  me,  and  made  its  effects  manifest  in  other 
parts  of  that  book.  I  mean  that  I  had  not  then 
succeeded  in  applying  the  distinction  in  detail  to  the 
cases  which  belong  to  and  are  governed  by  it.  In 
particular,  I  had  not  seen  that  consciousness  in  all 
its  parts  belongs  to  the  conditions  cognoscendi^  and 
1  In  Part  I.  Chap.  III.  §  18.  p.  144-149. 
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never  to  the  conditions  existendi.  Arid  I  actually 
made  use  of  the  distinction  between  the  subjective 
and  objective  aspects,  in  their  character  of  insepara- 
bility,  to  facilitate  the  introduction  of  states  of  con-  Psychology. 
sciousness,  especially  states  of  volition,  into  the  con 
ditions  existendi  of  phenomena,  as  links  in  the  chain 
of  causation.1  I  used,  in  fact,  the  distinction  of  aspects 
to  save  the  theory  of  the  conditioning  efficiency  of 
volition.  But  I  could  not  have  done  this,  if  I  had 
clearly  and  fully  seen  the  difference  between  con 
ditions  and  aspects,  had  clearly  seen  what  I  have  now 
pointed  out.  that  the  nerve  -motions  subservient  to 
any  state  of  consciousness  have  a  subjective  aspect 
of  their  own,  different  from  the  state  of  consciousness 
which  they  subserve;  that  volition,  being  a  state  of 
consciousness,  is  subserved  by  a  nerve-motion,  and 
consequently  is  superfluous  as  a  link  in  causation, 
which  is  carried  on  from  one  nerve-motion  to  the 
next,  action  and  reaction  taking  place  only  within 
motion  of  solids. 

This  particular  error  I  had  seen  through  and  ex 
pressly  retracted  in  the  Theory  of  Practice?  having 
then  worked  up  to  the  view  of  a  consistently  mate 
rialistic  psychology,  as  distinct  from  philosophy.  This 
was  in  fact  the  step  which  enabled  me  to  define  the 
limits  and  relations  between  a  genuine  philosophy 
and  a  scientific  psychology,  —  I  mean,  the  removal  of  \ 
causation  from  consciousness,  as  such.  Retain  it 
there,  and  you  must  both  materialise  philosophy  (since 
the  only  known  causation  is  material),  and  make 
psychology  illusory  (since  causation  by  consciousness 
is  incalculable).  In  this  limitation  and  definition  of 

1  Time  and  Space,  Part  I.  Chap.  V.  §  30.  pp.  278-283. 

2  Theory  of  Practice,  §  57.  2.  Vol.  I.  p.  417-418. 
VOL.  II.  F 
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relations  between  psychology  and  philosophy  lies 
whatever  merit  may  be  mine  ;   and  not  of  course  in 
tardily  admitting,  and  joining  the  ranks  of  those  who 
Psychology,    had  established,  the  truth  of  a  scientific  and  material- 
istic  psychology. 


CHAPTEE  VIII. 


NATURE  AND  HISTORY. 


§  1.  THE  discussion  in  the  foregoing  Chapter  has  led      BOOK  in. 
us  to  a  point  from  which  we  can  see  as  from  an  emi 
nence  the  map  of  the  whole  territory  of  philosophy.    Solid's  in  mo- 

rP1  .  .  ~,          ,.  .          ,  _  ,  .          tion  and  their 

inis  point  is  the  distinction  between  nature  and  his-  attributes. 
tory.  When  clearly  and  distinctly  seized,  it  introduces 
unity  into  the  whole  series  of  distinctions,  and  makes 
them  into  a  single  system  of  philosophy.  In  pro 
fessing,  as  I  do,  to  propound  a  new  system  of  philo 
sophy,  it  is  upon  the  introduction  of  this  distinction 
between  nature  and  history  that  I  rest  the  claim; 
because  by  it  the  true  relation,  not  only  between  the 
branches  of  philosophy,  analytic  and  constructive, 
but  also  between  philosophy  and  science  is  made 
manifest.  The  distinction  itself  is  not  new,  but  well 
nigh  as  old  as  metaphysic  itself.  No  one  insists  on  it 
more  strongly  than  Plato, — sv  pw  n  ytnaiv  nuvruv, 
TW  II  Gvfficw  sregov  &.  But  the  distinction  has  been 
neglected.  All  recent  philosophies  confound  the 
enquiries  into  the  two  things,  and  consequently  con 
found  analytic  philosophy  with  constructive.  This 
was  shown  in  the  first  Chapter.  But  now  that  we 
have  seen  the  nature  of  the  facts  upon  which  the 
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CHOVIII.'     distinction  rests,  we  can  appreciate  the  support  which 
r^~         it  gives  to  what  in  that  Chapter  was  stated  as  a  matter 

£&**    of  observation. 

attributes.  Of  the  three  things  distinguished  in  the  Chapter 

immediately  foregoing,  the  two  first,  elements  and 
aspects,  belong  to  statical  and  analytical  enquiry, 
and  fall  under  the  head  of  Nature.  The  third,  con 
ditions,  belongs  to  dynamical  and  constructive  en 
quiry,  and  falls  under  the  head  of  History.  The 
distinction  between  static  and  dynamic  in  philosophy 
was  drawn,  and  the  necessity  of  not  mixing  up  what 
belongs  to  the  one  with  what  belongs  to  the  other 
was  insisted  upon,  by  Aristotle,  in  the  case  of  defini 
tions.  His  words  are  i1  Efc  plv  ovv  rgovrog  rov  py  S/a 
tcri  70  ^/a  ruv  Vffrsgav  ra  KgorBgoc,  oq'h.ovv, 
Kgoregov  etira(AW '  aXXo?,  si  rov  \v  rjgzpia  *a/  rov 
&/a  rov  aogitrrov  x>oci  rov  \v  xivfost  aToosoora/  o 
\oyog  YIIJAV  '  wgorBgov  ya^  ro  pwov  zai  ro  agifff/tivov  rov  uogiG- 
rov  *a/  Iv  xivriGti  ovrog. 

Now  the  analysis  into  elements  and  the  distinc 
tion  of  aspects  give  the  nature  of  a  thing  as  vgiffplm, 
(*zvov,  Iv  ygepiM.  The  analysis  into  elements  gives  it 
as  it  is  for  consciousness  alone,  in  simple  inspection ; 
and  the  distinction  of  aspects  enables  us  to  see 
whether  it  is  taken  as  a  mode  of  consciousness  or  as 
a  mode  of  existence.  The  two  modes  of  conscious 
ness,  simple  (which  includes  primary  and  direct)  and 
reflective,  are  both  satisfied  by  these  two  enquiries ; 
simple  consciousness  by  the  analysis  into  elements, 
and  reflective  by  that  into  aspects.  The  two  en 
quiries  together  exhaust  'the  whole  nature  of  the 
object-matter  enquired  into,  whether  that  object- 
matter  is  the  whole  course  of  the  world's  history  or 
1  Topica  Z.  5.  p.  142  a.  17. 
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the  minutest  possible  portion  of  it;  whether,  again,      ciTviY/' 
it  is  the   largest  possible  term  of  extension  or  the         "^T 
most  delicate  and  complex  modification  of  it.  ffi^tSSr 

But  when  we  turn  to  the  conditions  of  anything,  attributes. 
we  eo  ipso  separate  it  from  other  things  and  bring  it 
into  relation  with  some  of  those  things  from  which  it 
is  separated.  We  are  enquiring  into  its  genesis,  as  a 
separate  thing.  Its  conditions  of  existence  lie  out 
side  it,  and  it  arises  in  consequence  of  them;  it  is 
regarded  as  a  member  in  a  chain  or  series  of  events, 
of  things  tha.t  come  to  exist,  or  of  things  that  come 
to  pass.  We  cannot  do  otherwise  than  make  our 
enquiry  partial,  when  we  institute  an  enquiry  into 
genesis.  There  is  one  nameable  object-matter  which 
has  no prius,  namely,  the  universe  as  a  whole;  you 
cannot  institute  an  enquiry  into  its  genesis,  because 
in  doing  so  you  would  either  fall  into  a  contradiction 
of  the  definition  of  "universe,"  or  into  a  contradic 
tion  of  the  definition  of  u  enquiry  into  genesis."  So 
also  it  is  with  the  strictly  universal  and  necessary 
elements  of  this  same  object-matter,  namely,  Time 
as  a  whole,  and  Feeling  as  a  whole.  So  also  it  is 
with  each  of  the  two  aspects  of  the  universe.  You 
cannot  enquire  into  their  genesis  without  falling  into 
a  contradiction.  But  you  may  take  any  portion 
whatever  of  time,  or  of  time  and  space  together, 
abstract  or  concrete;  and  you  may  take  this  either 
as  a  portion  of  consciousness  or  as  a  portion  of  exist 
ence  ;  and  enquire  into  its  genesis  without  any  con 
tradiction.  But  then  you  are  pre-supposing  the 
analysis  both  of  the  thing  enquired  into  and  of  the 
things  which  will  be  discovered  as  its  conditions ; 
that  is,  you  are  supposing  this  analysis  to  be  derived 
from  elsewhere  than  from  your  actual  enquiry;  and 
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CH°  Vin*      y°u  are  Baking  the  thing  enquired  about  as  an  object 


of  the  direct  mode  of  consciousness  only,  that  is,  as 
donlndnthe°ir   aT1  °^ject  separated  from  but  in  relation  with  other 
attributes,     objects  in  consciousness  or  in  existence. 

In  this  way  it  is  that  the  distinction  between 
nature  and  history,  a  distinction  in  and  of  philo 
sophy,  drawn  by  reflection,  gives  us  the  distinction 
between  philosophy  and  science;  for  all  enquiries 
into  the  history  of  things,  as  distinguished  from  their 
nature,  belong  to  science,  and  are  scientific  enquiries. 
Let  us  see  what  are  the  principal  lines  of  scientific 
enquiries  which  take  their  origin  from  this  point. 

If  we  take  the  objective  aspect  of  complete  empi 
rical  things,  we  find  our  object-matter  consisting  of 
solids  in  various  combinations  and  in  various  modes 
of  motion,  we  are  in  a  world  of  what  is  called  Matter 
and  Forces.  All  other  qualities  of  objects,  their  light 
and  darkness,  their  colour,  their  sound,  their  heat 
and  cold,  their  taste,  their  odour,  are  attributes,  are 
states  of  consciousness  which  arise  in  nerve  substance 
on  its  being  brought  into  connection  with  these  solid 
moving  objects.  The  resistance,  solidity,  and  motion, 
of  the  objects  themselves  are  likewise  subjective  in 
the  last  resort;  but  this  group  of  feelings  or  quali 
ties  are  now  sundered  from  the  rest,  and  set  apart, 
in  combination,  to  form  the  objects  themselves,  to 
which  the  remaining  feelings  are  referred  as  quali 
ties  ;  we  have  separated  one  group  of  states  of  con 
sciousness  as  "  things,"  and  referred  the  other  states 
of  consciousness  to  it  as  its  qualities  or  attributes. 
Changes  in  these  qualities  or  attributes  are  always 
explicable,  even  when  they  are  not  actually  ex 
plained,  by  being  referred  to  particular  and  definite 
changes  in  the  motions  of  the  solids  to  which  they 
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belong.    These  two  groups  of  changes,  namely,  those      CH  viii 
in   the  solids   themselves,    and  those   which  depend 
upon  them  in  the  attributes,  are  the  object-matter  of 
enquiry  in  the  various   physical    sciences  including 
physiology. 

But  these  attributes  are  still,  in  science,  taken 
objectively,  abstracting  from  the  fact  of  their  being 
states  of  consciousness.  They  are  referred  to  the 
solids  and  their  movements  as  if  belonging  to  them, 
as  well  as  depending  on  them,  and  in  this  character 
are,  to  the  physicist,  the  most  valuable  evidence, 
causce  cognoscendi,  of  the  changes  in  the  solids  them 
selves.  This  distinction  between  solids  and  attributes 
of  solids  gave  rise  to  the  famous  distinction  of  the 
primary,  secondary,  and  secundo-primary,  qualities 
of  body.  And  we  can  now  see  what  position  this 
distinction  holds  in  philosophy.  It  is  not  strictly 
speaking  a  philosophical  distinction  at  all  ;  but  it  is 
one  which  supposes  bodies  to  exist,  and  then  distin 
guishes,  in  that  objectively-taken  matter,  the  essential 
from  the  non-essential  properties  of  it  as  corporeal 
matter.  It  is  a  distinction  professedly  philosophical 
but  in  truth  physical,  and  therefore  an  encroachment 
on  the  territory  of  science  ;  and  therefore  also,  being 
really  physical,  it  de-philosophises  philosophy  by 
being  taken  up  into  it. 

The  science  of  psychology  begins  when,  after  the 
examination  of  the  modes  of  motion  found  in  nerve 
substance,  in  connection  with  the  modes  of  motion 
in  its  environment,  the  distinction  of  objective  and 
subjective  in  states  of  consciousness  is  re-  introduced; 
and  this  re-introduction  consists  in  the  attempt  to 
connect  the  changes  which  take  place  in  nerve  and 
environment  with  those  which  take  place  in  the 
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CH?vm!'     states    of   consciousness    as    such,     which    arise    in 
~^         dependence    on    the  former.     And   psychology  is  a 
onlnd'thSr   branch  of  science,   and  not  itself  philosophy,   first, 
attributes,     because  it  assumes  as  known,  and  rests  upon,  the  dis 
tinction  of  subjective  and  objective  aspects;  secondly, 
because  it  brings  things  that   belong  to  these  two 
aspects  into  connection  with  each  other  as  separates ; 
and  thirdly,  because  it  is  enquiry  into  the  genesis  or 
history  of  the  subjective  part  of  its  total  and  mixed 
object- matter. 

Psychology  is,  as  Mr.  Spencer  calls  it,  a  science 
entirely  sui  generis  ;l  it  connects  together  portions  of 
the  subjective  with  portions  of  the  objective  aspect 
of  existence,  as  separate  things;  bits  of  subjectivity 
with  bits  of  objectivity,  both  taken  objectively,  as  we 
are  enabled  to  take  them  by  reflection.  But  it  is  sui 
generis  not  for  the  reasons  which  he  assigns  for  its 
being  so,  but  for  those  which  he  assigns  for  what  he 
calls  ^Estho-physiology  being  so.  Psychology  as  a 
whole,  including  what  he  calls  aestho-physiology,  is 
in  that  unique  position  which  Mr.  Spencer  assigns  to 
his  aestho-physiology  alone,  the  position  of  a  link 
between  the  purely  subjective  and  the  purely  objec 
tive  departments  of  knowledge. 

It  may  seem  a  singular  result  that  a  character 
should  be  rightly  attributable  to  a  science,  but  on 
grounds  which  justify  its  attribution  not  to  that 
science  but  to  another.  The  reason  is  singular  too. 
Mr.  Spencer  admits  no  less  than  four  distinct  sciences, 
in  psychological  matters,  each  unique  in  its  o\vn  way. 
There  is  first  aestho-physiology,  which  u  belongs 
neither  to  the  objective  world  nor  to  the  subjective 
world;  but  taking  a  term  from  each  occupies  itself 
1  Principles  of  Psychology,  Vol.  I.  p.  141.  2nd  edit. 
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with  the  correlation   of  the  two."1     Next,  there  is      ci^vni.' 
subjective   psychology,    "a   totally    unique    science,         ^T 
independent   of  and   antithetically   opposed   to,    all   f°^ 
other  sciences  whatever."2     Thirdly,  there  is  objec-      attributes. 
tive  psychology,  which  by  using  the  element  of  feel 
ing    or   consciousness   to    interpret   nervo-muscular 
adjustments  "acquires  an  additional,  and  quite  excep 
tional,    distinction."3     And   fourthly,    there    is  psy 
chology  itself,  formed  of  the  union  of  the  two  latter, 
"  the  two  forming  together  a  double  science  which, 
as  a  whole,  is  quite  sui  generis.^     Now  either  Mr. 
Spencer's  subjective  or  his  objective  psychology,  or 
else  his  double  science  consisting  of  the  two  together, 
being  thus  distinguished  from  his  aestho-physiology, 
must    inevitably   become    a    claimant    for   functions 
which  I  assign  to  metaphysic. 

I  have  therefore  to  urge,  in  the  present  place, 
against  this  view,  that  it  is  logically  impossible 
to  sever  psychology  from  aestho-physiology.  Mr. 
Spencer's  distinction  between  them  is,  briefly  stated, 
this:  ^Estho-physiology  deals  with  the  connection 
between  nervous  changes  and  feelings;  psychology 
deals,  not  with  this  connection,  nor  with  that  between 
nervous  changes  in  the  organism,  nor  yet  with  that 
between  changes  in  the  environment,  but  with  the 
connection  between  these  two  connections.  Thus 
psychology  enquires  how  there  comes  to  exist  within 
the  organism  a  relation  between  a  and  6,  say  a  feel 
ing  of  colour  and  a  feeling  of  taste,  which  in  some 
way  or  other  corresponds  to  a  relation  in  the  envi 
ronment,  between  A  and  B,  say  between  the  colour 
and  the  taste  as  existing  in  a  fruit  outside  the  organ- 

1  Principles  of  Psychology,  Vol.  I.  p.  130. 

"  Same  place,  p.  140.  3  Same  place,  p.  141. 
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ism.  ^Estho-physiology  studies,  say,  the  action  of 
light  on  the  retina  and  optic  centres;  psychology 
studies  the  connection  of  the  action  of  light  and  its 
result,  colour,  with  the  action  of  juices  and  its  result, 
taste.1 

What  logical  difference,  in  point  either  of  method 
or  of  object-matter,  there  is  between  these  two  kinds 
of  enquiry  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see.  In  both  alike  there 
are  solids  in  motion  connected  with  subjective  states; 
the  second  enquiry  is  merely  a  more  complex  case  of 
the  same  phenomenon  as  the  first.  The  difference 
between  them  does  not  even  rest  on  a  difference  in 
space-position;  for  changes  in  the  environment  are 
contemplated  just  as  much  by  the  first  as  by  the 
second.  The  conditions  which  combine  objective 
colours  and  tastes  in  the  fruit  and  those  which  com 
bine  subjective  colours  and  tastes  in  the  organism 
consist  alike  in  movements  of  solids;  movements  of 
the  fruit  particles  there,  of  the  nerve  particles  here. 
The  connection  between  subjective  states  in  the 
organism  is  just  as  much  and  no  more  dependent  on 
the  combination  of  those  movements  in  the  fruit,  as 
the  subjective  states  singly  are  on  the  movements 
singly.  The  true  logical  distinction  falls  not  between 
enquiries  which  combine  motion  with  feeling  and 
enquiries  which  combine  two  or  more  connections  of 
motion-and-feeling;  but  it  falls  between  enquiries 
which  combine  motion  with  motion,  and  motion  with 
feeling,  on  the  one  side,  and  those  which  combine 
feeling  with  feeling  on  the  other; — enquiries  objec 
tive,  mixed,  and  subjective ;  physic,  psychology, 
philosophy. 

The  third   of  these   three    divisions,  the  purely 
1  Principles  of  Psychology,  Vol.  I.  p.  132-133. 
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subjective  one,  is  that  which  has  already  occupied  us 

in  the  preceding  Chapters.     Its  partial  or  dynamic        — 

consideration  gave  us  the  object-matter  of  the  Chap-    s.olids  ^  ™°.- 

*  L         tion  and  their 

ters  on  Percept  and  Concept,  and  on  Contradiction      attributes. 

and   Contrariety.     The    two  orders,   perceptual  and 

conceptual,  exhaust  the  whole  subjective  aspect  of 

existence  considered  as  a  process.     The  spontaneous 

redintegrations,  which  in  that  process  are  modified 

by  volition,  are  not  examined  with  respect  to  what 

processes,  in  nerve  or  environment,  support  or  pro 

duce  them,  but  with  respect  to  what  they  themselves 

are  and  contain.     In  this  way  the  perceptual  images 

of  which  they  consist  are  changed  into  concepts,  and 

the  conceptual  order  is  produced  out  of  the  percep 

tual,  without  any  question  having  been  asked  as  to 

how  or  why  the  spontaneous  redintegrations,  which 

are  the  origin  of  the   whole,  occur  in  their   actual 

order,  consist  of  the  images  which  they  actually  con 

sist  of,  or  exhibit  the  lacunaa   which  they  actually 

exhibit.      All  these  are  questions  for  psychological 

enquiry,  for  an  enquiry  which  can  take  place  only 

after   the    distinction  has  been   drawn  between  the 

motions  of  solids,   which    condition   them,   and  the 

changes   in   attributes   of  solids,   which    are    condi 

tioned  by  the   motions.     And  this  is  a   distinction 

which  arises  in,  and  can  only  be  given  by  means  of, 

the  process  of  thought  or  conception  modifying  spon 

taneous  redintegrations.     We  have,  it  is  true,  in  the 

whole  purely  subjective    branch,   a  distinction  of  it 

into  condition  and  conditioned;  because  the  process 

of  thought  is  a  breaking  up  of  a  whole  into  parts 

and  a  recombining  of  those  parts  into  other  wholes. 

But  the  conditions  and  the  conditionates  of  which 

this  subjective  order  consists  are  conditions  and  con- 
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CH°VIIL  ditionates   cognoscendi,   arid   not   existendi;    they  are 

—  argumenta ;  reasons  of  knowing  and  the  things  known 

t?on  ancTthdr  *n  consecluence.     What  these  conditions  produce  are 


attributes.      no£  things  but  convictions. 

When  however  we  turn  to  the  second  of  the  three 
domains,  the  mixed  domain  of  psychology,  there  the 
question  is  as  to  the  conditions  existendi  of  the  states 
of  consciousness  which  compose  both  the  spontaneous 
(perceptual)  and  the  volitional  (conceptual)  redinte 
grations.  What  are  the  conditions  which  are  invari 
ably  and  immediately  followed  or  accompanied  by 
perceptions,  by  trains  of  perceptions,  by  trains  of 
conceptions  ?  The  states  of  consciousness  themselves, 
whose  conditions  existendi  are  sought,  are  thereby 
eo  ipso  considered  as  existents  and  not  merely  as  states 
of  consciousness,  or  evidences  of  existents.  True, 
they  are  existents,  but  they  are  existents  of  a  peculiar 
kind.  They  are  not  solids  in  motion;  they  are 
everything  else  but  solids  in  motion ;  for  this  is  just 
the  group  of  things  which  has  been  selected,  out  of 
existence  at  large,  as  containing  all  real  conditions  as 
they  are  called. 

The  qualities  or  attributes  which  we  perceive  as 
in  visible  objects  (except  solidity,  resistance,  and  mo 
tion  of  solids)  are  a  case  or  instance  of  the  general 
distinction  between  the  existents  which  are  solids  in 
motion  and  the  existents  which  are  other  states  of 
consciousness.  We  are  familiar  with  this  case  of 
the  general  distinction,  and  therefore  it  offers  us  an 
analogy  for  representing  to  ourselves  the  general 
case  ;  the  relation  between  a  solid  object  and  its 
qualities  of  sound,  colour,  taste,  odour,  and  warmth, 
is  a  means  of  interpreting  the  relation  between  solid 
objects  in  motion  and  all  other  states  of  conscious- 
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ness  generally,  whether  these  are  feelings  of  sense,      c^v/iY.' 
or  intellectually  apprehended  images.     The  emotion,         ^ 
for  instance,  which  we  feel  at  the  sight  or  thought  of  gjifti 
our  home,  in  returning  after  absence,  is  as  much  a      »"ribut«. 
quality  of  that  visible  object,  when  conceived  as  home, 
as  the  colour  of  a  peach  is  a  quality  of  the  peach. 
Both  belong  to  the  class  of  existents  other  than  solids 
in  motion.     Both  are  conditioned  by  solids  in  mo 
tion,  namely,  by  changes  in  nerve  substance  and  its 
environment.     The  general  case  enables  us  better  to 
understand   the    particular    case,  but   the  particular 
case,  being  more  familiar,  has  first  enabled  us  to  rise 
to  the  general  one ;  very  much  as,  in  learning  geo 
metry,  we  are  familiar  with  the  circle  long  before  we 
are  told  anything  about  ellipse,  hyperbola,  or  para 
bola,  and  yet  we  do  not  understand  the  circle  until 
it  is  represented  as  a  particular  case  of  the  ellipse, 
and  both  are  seen  to  be  sections  of  the  cone,  or  curves 
of  the  second  order. 

We  now  see,  not  indeed  why  there  is  no  reaction 
between  states  of  consciousness  and  their  physical 
and  physiological  conditions,  but  why  it  was  a  totally 
unwarranted  pre-supposition  to  expect  that  there 
should  be.  It  comes  from  considering  solids  in  mo 
tion  as  the  whole  of  existence,  and  consequently  ex 
tending  to  the  whole  of  existence  the  phenomenon  of 
action  and  reaction  which  characterises  them.  Action 
and  reaction  take  place  between  solids  in  motion, 
but  not  between  solids  in  motion  and  other  existents. 
Nor  do  we  expect  this  in  the  familiar  case,  where 
the  "  other  existents"  are  taken  as  existing  ob 
jectively;  there  is  no  reaction  of  a  quality  on  the 
substantive  thing  of  which  it  is  a  quality.  We 
do  not  expect  the  sound  of  a  bell  to  react  on  the 
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cL°°viii!'     bel1-     The  vibrations  of  the  bell  act  and  react  on 
^~[~         each  other,  and  so  do  the  vibrations  communicated  by 

°ntdntE    them  to  the  air?  so  do  tne  vibrations  (or  other  mo- 
attributes.     tjons  foQ  tkey  what  ^y  ma^  communicated  by  those 

of  the  air  to  the  nerve.  The  sound  itself  is  some 
thing  over  and  above,  which  has  no  reaction  on  the 
solids  in  motion ;  its  reaction  is  as  conditio  cognoscendi 
in  the  purely  subjective  order.  Not  only  states  of 
consciousness  taken  subjectively,  but  also  states  of 
consciousness  taken  objectively,  as  e.g.,  sound  of  a 
bell,  colour  of  a  peach,  have  no  reaction  upon  solids ; 
but  this  is  not  because  they  are  states  of  conscious 
ness,  but  because  they  are  not  themselves  solid. 
States  of  consciousness  must  be  grouped  in  a  parti 
cular  way,  that  is,  must  be  formed  into  solids  in  mo 
tion,  before  they  can  either  act  or  react;  but  states 
of  consciousness  not  so  grouped  can  be  acted  on  by 
states  of  consciousness  which  are  so  grouped,  that  is, 
by  solids  in  motion,  and  which  are  in  action  and  re 
action  on  each  other. 

States  of  consciousness,  as  such,  may  be  conceived 
as  floating  like  an  aura  over,  or  inhering  like  an 
attribute  in,  the  nerve  motions  which  condition 
them.  Like  the  colour  of  a  star,  the  shape  of  a  sta 
tue,  the  odour  of  a  flower,  the  sound  of  a  harp,  the 
taste  of  a  fruit, — abstractions,  as  we  call  them  popu 
larly,  from  the  star,  the  statue,  the  flower,  the  harp, 
the  fruit, — but  really,  to  us,  their  most  essential  fea 
tures,  constitutive  of  their  inmost  nature,  their  life, 
their  soul.  These  are  states  of  consciousness  objec 
tively  taken,  and  they  furnish  us  with  an  analogy  for 
interpreting  the  relation  of  states  of  consciousness 
generally  to  nerve  substance  and  nerve  motion. 
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§  2.  .Fixing  our  view  upon  the  questions  of  nature 
and  history  in  their  utmost  generality,  it  must  be 
remarked,  that  to  urge  these  questions  in  respect  to 
possible  combinations  of  elements  other  than  the  generalised. 
combination  which  gives  solids  in  motion  as  the  ob 
jective  condition,  on  the  one  side,  and  the  actually 
known  qualities  or  feelings  as  their  conditionates  on 
the  other,  would  be  to  enter  upon  the  domains  of  a 
generalised  psychology,  a  new  world  imagined  by 
means  of  analogy,  a  world  reconstructed  in  imagina 
tion  out  of  the  disjecta  membra  of  our  actually  known 
one.  We  should  be  transcending  the  seen,  and  con 
structing  an  unseen  world.  This  would  be  entering 
upon  the  Constructive  Branch  of  philosophy. 

But  psychology  itself,  the  middle  or  mixed  sci 
ence  of  the  three  which  have  just  been  distinguished, 
forms  no  part  of  the  plan  of  the  present  work  ;  and 
therefore,  along  with  it,  must  also  be  put  aside  all 
special  questions  concerning  generalised  psychology, 
or  the  constructive  branch  of  philosophy,  to  which  it 
gives  rise.  For  before  we  can  profitably  enter  at  all 
on  this  special  and  complicated  case  of  the  relation 
between  nature  and  history,  it  would  be  necessary  to 
examine  that  relation  in  the  world,  and  this  not  only 
in  the  world  as  it  is  actually  known  to  us,  but  also 
in  abstraction  from  the  distinction  between  attri 
butes  and  solids.  All  qualities,  those  which  consti 
tute  solids  in  motion  as  well  as  those  which  now 
appear  as  their  attributes,  must  then  be  treated 
alike  ;  that  is,  the  peculiar  position  which  solids  in 
motion  hold  in  psychology,  as  objective  conditions 
existendi,  must  be  abstracted  from.  And  the  ques 
tions  must  be  put,  1st,  How  comes  causation  to  be 
attached  solely  to  solids  in  motion,  in  our  actually 
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known  world ;  and  2nd,  How  come  visual  and  tactual 
sensations  to  be  grouped  together  so  as  to  form  solids 
in  motion  at  all?  These  questions,  I  need  hardly 
repeat,  are  not  now  to  be  attempted. 

But  turning  to  the  application  of  the  distinction 
between  nature  and  history  to  our  actually  known 
world,  there  is  no  lack  of  problems  to  be  solved  by 
its  aid.  There  is,  indeed,  no  question  possible  con 
cerning  either  the  genesis  of  elements,  or  the  genesis 
of  their  combination  generally ;  and  there  is  no  ques 
tion  now  to  be  raised  concerning  that  of  the  parti 
cular  combination  known  as  solids  in  motion.  The 
genesis  of  that  particular  combination  is  a  question 
for  the  constructive  branch  of  philosophy.  But  its 
history  is  our  immediate  object;  its  process  conceived 
as  beginning  simultaneously  with  its  existence,  and 
continuing  along  with  it,  but  not  prior  in  time  to  it. 
The  connection  in  thought  between  its  analysis  and 
its  process,  its  nature  and  its  history, — this  is  what 
we  have  to  examine.  And  in  this  there  is  no  lack  of 
problems  to  be  solved. 


§.3-  .,  5  3.   They  fall  into  two  main  heads.     I.  Problems 

Conceivability  . 

of  Time  and    which  relate  more  especially  to  the  inner  analysis  of 

Motion.  t  •          •         i          i  • 

things  or  percepts,  appearing  in  the  shape  of  sceptical 
doubts  as  to  their  conceivability.  Of  these  the  most 
remarkable  are,  1st,  the  Eleatic  and  Sceptical  objec 
tions  to  the  conceivability  of  motion ;  2nd,  the  ques 
tions  which  relate  to  the  limits  of  the  world  in  space 
and  time,  both  in  the  direction  of  extension  ad  extra 
and  in  that  of  division  ad  intra ;  which  two  questions 
give  rise  to  the  puzzles  set  forth  by  Kant  in  the  two 
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first  of  his  four  well-known  Cosmolo<ncal  Antinomies.      S00™?* 

UH.   Vlll. 

II.  Problems  which  belong  more  particularly  to  the         — 
nature  of  knowledge ;  riot  things  primarily,  but  our    of^me  and 
cognition  of  them ;  consisting  chiefly  in  questions  as       Motion, 
to  the  a  priori  character  of  Axioms.     These  are  the 
two  main  classes  of  problems  which  can  be  solved  by, 
(or  at  least  in  connection  with),  the  present  distinc 
tion  of  nature  and  history,  not  indeed  alone,  but  in 
conjunction    with    other     philosophical    distinctions 
which  have  been  already  explained,  especially  that 
between   presentation   and   representation,   and  that 
between  the  perceptual  and  conceptual  orders. 

I.  i.  First  as  to  the  logical  impossibility  or  incon 
ceivability  of  motion  in  place,  or  of  change  of  state, 
in  a  solid,  which  is  a  motion,  in  place,  of  its  parts. 
If  motion  is  inconceivable,  all  process  and  all  history 
are  so  too;  nothing  is  left  but  nature;  and,  since  all 
the  phenomenal  is  in  motion,  only  the  non-phe 
nomenal  or  noumenal  remains,  as  that  to  which  the 
conception  can  apply.  This  is  the  Eleatic  argument, 
directly  suggesting  a  real  noumenal  unchanging  sub 
strate  of  phenomenal  changing  appearances,  as  the 
true  theory  of  the  world. 

Now  in  the  first  place,  in  reply  to  this  argument, 
I  point  to  Time  or  Duration,  as  one  element  in  all 
things,  whether  taken  as  phenomena  or  as  noumena. 
It  cannot  be  got  rid  of.  "  True,"  the  Eleatic  will 
reply,  "  it  cannot  be  got  rid  of,  but  it  lands  you  in 
contradictions  when  you  conceive  it ;  only  what  is 
statical  can  be  conceived.  Choose,  then,  between  my 
theory  and  Scepticism."  This  argument  I  now  have 
to  answer.  For  if  Time  is  an  universal  and  neces 
sary  element,  and  yet  is  inconceivable  without  con 
tradiction,  we  are  living  in  a  world  where  nothing  is 
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CH°vmT      ^ree  from  contradiction,  where  everything  is  appear- 

TJJ~        ance  and  unreality. 

°fnTeimebandy  ^  *s  nere  *^at  ^ie  Percept-concept  distinction  is 
Motion.  applicable.  Conceiving  percepts  is  arresting  them 
by  attention.  Unless  there  were  a  flow,  a  motion,  a 
duration,  there  would  be  no  percepts  to  arrest.  To 
conceive  is  to  modify  what  is  dynamic  into  something 
static.  A  dynamic  percept  becomes  static  not  as 
percept  but  as  concept.  The  concept  unity  presup 
poses  the  percept  plurality ;  the  concept  sameness 
presupposes  the  percept  difference ;  the  concept  rest 
presupposes  the  percept  motion.  These  are  not  con 
tradictories  but  contraries  in  sequence,  following  one 
another.  The  percept  in  each  case  is  the  thing 
apprehended,  the  concept  its  shape  during  apprehen 
sion.  The  thing  apprehended  is  the  condition  of  its 
shape  as  apprehended ;  the  percept  is  the  condition  of 
the  concept.  Both  are  real,  and  there  is  no  contra 
diction  between  them.  To  deny  the  percept  is  a 
fortiori  to  deny  the  concept,  which  depends  upon  it. 

Underlying  both  rest  and  motion  in  empiricals  is 
time,  simple  duration.  Its  divisibility  without  resi 
duum,  by  points  which  have  no  duration,  is  the 
condition  of  its  continuity  in  spite  of  its  difference  of 
content.  Its  infinite  divisibility  without  residuum 
is  the  condition  of  its  embracing  all  percepts  and 
leaving  no  portions  unconverted  into  statical  mo 
ments.  You  cannot  destroy  motion,  or  change, 
which  makes  all  things  different ;  but  you  can  reduce 
this  motion  and  this  change  to  an  infinitesimal 
amount.  You  may  then  either  fix  your  attention 
upon  these  infinitesimal  portions  of  motion  or  change ; 
or  else  you  may  imagine  the  thing  which  moves  or 
changes  to  be  arrested  at  the  point  of  division,  a  point 
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which  being  a  point  of  division  has  no  duration.     In      c^vm! 
either  case  the  rest,  which  is  predicated  of  the  moving         T^~ 
or  changing  thing,  is  imported  into  it  by  your  con-   c™ ^-m^an 
ception,    and  not   found  in    it   as   a   percept.      The       Motion, 
appearance  of  contradiction  between  rest  and  motion 
arises  from  not  distinguishing  the  different  functions 
of  consciousness,  of  which  they  are  the  objects;  and 
is  dissolved  by  proving  that  motion  belongs  to  per 
cepts  as  such,  rest  to  percepts  while  they  are  being 
conceived,  or  in  their  character  of  concepts.     Though 
predicated  de  eodem  and  eodem  tempore.    they  are  not 
predicated  secundum,  idem,.     Or,  if  you  take  them  in 
any  particular  instance,  as  predicated  de  eodem  arid 
secundum  idem,  then  they   are  not  predicated  of  it 
eodem  tempore. 

The  Eleatic  fallacy  consists  in  building  upon  this 
confusion,  and  then  attributing  the  rest,  so  imported 
by  the  process  of  conception,  to  the  moving  or  chang 
ing  object  taken  as  a  percept,  as  part  of  its  essential 
equipment  or  analysis  as  a  percept.  Whereby  motion, 
said  of  the  same  thing  and  at  the  same  time,  becomes 
a  contradictory  determination,  and  inconceivable  so 
long  as  its  contradictory,  rest,  is  held  fast.  What 
reason  tells  us  about  things  is  thus  made  out  to 
contradict  what  sense  tells  us  about  them.  In  the 
"flying  arrow"  puzzle, — the  flying  arrow  rests,— we 
have  the  second  way  of  taking  the  matter  just  signal 
ised  ;  the  arrow  is  supposed  to  be  arrested  at  the  point 
of  division.  In  "  Achilles  and  the  Tortoise"  we  have 
the  first  way  of  taking  it  exemplified.  The  infini 
tesimal  portions  of  space  to  be  traversed  before 
Achilles  overtakes  the  tortoise  are  infinite  in  number, 
and  therefore  the  tortoise  will  always  be  ahead  of 
Achilles,  though  by  an  ever  decreasing  distance.  The 
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flyin9  arrow  is   arj   argument  aimed   against  motion 
—'         directly,    showing  that  motion  itself  is    impossible; 
Achilles  is  one  directed  to  show  that,  assuming 


Motion.  motion  to  exist,  a  necessary  consequence  of  it,  namely, 
the  outstripping  of  a  slow  by  a  rapid  runner,  is  im 
possible. 

Aristotle,  who  reports  these  arguments  among 
others,  also  replies  to  them  ;J  and  his  replies,  though 
perfectly  conclusive  as  against  the  arguments  them 
selves,  still  leave  something  to  be  desired,  in  way  of 
discovering  the  source  whence  the  fallacy  issues.  He 
replies  to  the  flying  arrow,  that  time  does  not  consist, 
as  Zeno  assumes,  of  indivisible  moments,  but  is  both 
continuous  and  as  infinitely  divisible  as  space,  which 
he  has  proved  in  a  former  place.2  This  destroys 
Zeno's  argument,  by  disproving  his  assumption,  that 
a  body  is  at  rest  at  any  moment,  \v  ru  vvv.  But  it 
leaves  the  source  of  the  fallacy  unexplained.  It  does 
not  show  how  it  is  that  we  are  almost  irresistibly  led 
to  make  the  assumption  of  rest  at  a  given  moment, 
namely,  that  it  is  imported  provisionally  by  the  con 
ceptual  movement  itself.  The  flying  arrow  is  con 
ceived  as  now  in  this  place,  now  in  the  next,  now  in 
the  next;  but  it  cannot  move  in  the  place  w^here  it 
is,  still  less  in  the  place  where  it  is  not  yet  ;  and  this 
exhausts  all  possible  places  ;  therefore  it  is  always, 
and  wherever  you  imagine  it,  at  rest  ;  motion  in  it  is 
impossible,  and  the  appearance  of  it  must  be  an  illu 
sion  of  the  senses.  The  truth  is,  it  is  fixed  as  being 
now  in  this  place,  now  in  that,  only  by  thought  con 
ceiving  the  process  of  its  movement;  it  is  always 
moving  from  the  place  which  we  conceive  as  that  in 

1  Phys.  Ausc.  Lib.  VI.  Cap.  9.  p.  239  b.  5.  et  seqq. 

2  Cap.  2  of  the  same  Book,.?p.  232  a.  23.  et  seqq. 
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which   it   is.     In  Aristotle's    words,   time  does    not      2001U?!- 

•       • 
consist  of  indivisible  moments;  if  it  did,  the  arrow         — 

would  for  each  of  these  be  really  at  rest.  Conceivabmty 

*  of  Time  and 

Aristotle's  refutation  of  the  Achilles  is  equally  Motion, 
sufficient,  but  requires  for  its  perfect  comprehension 
an  elucidation  of  another  kind,  as  Coleridge  saw 
when  he  said,  that  the  plausibility  of  the  Achilles 
rested  "  on  the  trick  of  assuming  a  minimum  of  time 
while  no  minimum  is  allowed  to  space,  joined  with 
that  of  exacting  from  intettigibilia,  vovptvu,  the  condi 
tions  peculiar  to  objects  of  the  senses  (paivo^va  or 
aiffQavopsvu."1  The  time  requisite  for  Achilles  to  over 
take  the  tortoise  is  finite,  like  the  space  traversed, 
and  also,  like  the  space,  infinitely  divisible.  For 
Achilles  never  to  overtake  the  tortoise  it  would  be 
requisite  that  he  should  never  traverse  that  finite 
space,  never  live  for  that  finite  time.  But  Zeno  must 
grant,  says  Aristotle,  that  a  finite  space  is  traversable 
in  a  finite  time, — s'foeg  'hacst  $ie<*izvat  rr\v  Treiregafffbtvyju. 
He  must  grant  this,  and  why?  Because  he  assumes 
motion  to  exist,  though  only  for  the  purpose  of  draw 
ing  an  absurd  conclusion  from  it.  Zeno's  fallacy  is, 
that  his  argument  really  requires  the  opposite  assump 
tion.  But  why  is  this  opposite  assumption  absurd? 
Because  it  implies  that  we  live  and  move  in  a  world 
of  pure  mathematical  abstraction,  and  not  in  a  world 
of  sense  and  empirical  objects.  Our  sense  percep 
tions  are  only  of  the  finite,  of  what  is  small  relatively 
to  the  infinitely  great,  and  great  relatively  to  what 
is  infinitely  small.  This  is  the  absurdity  which  Cole 
ridge  signalises,  of  applying  to  the  world  of  sense 
what  is  true  only  of  the  world  of  mathematical  ab 
straction,  and  in  that  world  only  when  the  same  logic 
1  The  Friend,  Vol.  III.  p.  92.  ed.  1837. 
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CHOVIIL      is  applied  to  both  elements  of  motion,  to  the  time  as 

J£        well  as  to  the  space.     This  too  is  the  latent  force  of 

0?Tlmflndy  Aristotle's  reply,  namely,  that  a  finite  space  is  tra- 

Motion.       versable  in  a  finite  time  (g}Vgg>  &^<rg/  *.r.X.);   for  it 

brings  us  back  to  actual  presentative  experience,  as 

the  only  valid  foundation   of  purely  representative 

reasoning.1 

Perception  is  always  of  a  concrete  or  empirical, 
conception  may  be  of  an  abstract,  feature ;  but  this 
does  not  make  that  abstract  feature  contradict  the 
other  parts  of  the  concrete  from  which  it  is  ab 
stracted.  That  rest  which  is  a  feature  in  percepts  is 
always  a  relative  rest ;  the  thing  perceived  at  rest  is 
so  perceived  in  relation  to  something  else  in  motion. 
The  thing  is  in  one  respect  in  motion,  in  another  at 
rest;  to  take  this  rest  as  an  abstract  feature,  and  con 
ceive  the  thing  as  at  rest  in  consequence,  is  no  con 
tradiction  to  its  perceived  motion  in  other  respects. 

Time  is  not,  strictly  speaking,  athe  measure  of 
motion ;"  it  is  an  element  in  motion,  and  therefore  a 
condition  of  its  measurement.  Imagine  a  thing  en 
tirely  devoid  of  movement  and  of  change  of  any  sort ; 
you  do  not  strip  it  by  so  doing  of  duration ;  its  want 
of  change  requires  the  conception  of  its  endurance 
without  change,  in  order  to  be  understood.  You 
cannot  conceive  absence  of  change  without  presence 
of  time,  as  its  condition.  Endeavour  now  to  strip 
the  thing,  so  conceived  as  unchanging,  of  its  dura 
tion  in  time  ; — what  happens  ?  In  conceiving  it  as 
also  without  duration  you  annihilate  the  thing,  you 

1  Aristotle  seems  to  have  been  on  this  track  himself  in  a  later 
examination  of  a  kindred  fallacy  to  this,  in   Lib.  VIII.   cap.  8. 
p.  263  a.  4  et  seqq.,  where  he  applies  the  distinction  of 
and  !m/.e';££/a  to  divisions  of  time,  space,  and  motion. 
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conceive  it  as  without  existence.  Change  and  mo-  c^vni 
tlon  therefore  presuppose  time;  but  time  does  not 
presuppose  change  or  motion.  This  is  what  is  meant 
by  the  phrase  an  "  eternal  now ;"  an  existence  with 
out  change  or  motion,  enduring  in  time,  but  with 
nothing  to  mark  that  time  into  lengths  ;  or,  in  other 
words,  an  existence  in  an  undivided  continuum  of 
duration.  Eternity  is  not  the  contrary  of  time,  but 
is  time  conceived  as  an  undivided,  unlimited,  con 
tinuous  duration. 

When  time  is  taken  as  the  measure  of  motion  or 
of  change  generally,  it  is  already  supposed  to  be  itself 
divided,  and  a  portion  of  it  taken  as  an  unit  of  mea 
surement.  We  can  imagine  such  units  of  time  as 
ideally  and  exactly  equal.  This  is  Newton's  concep 
tion  of  " absolute  time,"  which  according  to  him  "cequa- 
biliter  fluit"1  It  then  becomes  the  ideal  standard  of 
measurement  of  all  concrete  motion  and  change ;  and 
one  which  cannot  itself  be  tested,  for  it  is  an  ideal. 
And  it  is  this  equable  flow  of  time  which  Newton 
made  the  basis  of  his  doctrine  of  Fluxions,  with  its 
method  the  Infinitesimal  Calculus ;  equably  flowing 
time  was  the  variable  to  which  every  other  change 
was  referred,  as  a  function  of  it.2  In  respect  to  such 
puzzles  as  the  Eleatic  "  flying  arrow  at  rest,"  what 
metaphysic  does  is  to  show  the  source  and  nature  of 
the  mistake  which  attributes  rest  to  the  arrow  at 

1  Principia.    Scholium  to  Def.  VIII.  3rd  ed.  p.  6.     u  Tempus 
absolutum,  verum,  et  mathematicum,  in  se  et  natura  sua  sine  rela- 
tione  ad  externum  quodvis,  sequabiliter  fluit,  alioque  nomine  dicitur 
duratio  :  Relativum,  apparens,  et  vulgare  est  sensibilis  et  externa 
quaivis  durationis  per  motum  mensura  (seu  accurata  seu  insequabilis) 
qua  vulgus  vice  veri  temporis  utitur;  ut  bora,  dies,  mensis,  annus." 

2  Cournot.   De  1'Encbainement  des  Idees  fondamentales  dans  les 
sciences  et  dans  1'bistoire.     Livre  I.  Ch.  VI.  §  55. 
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c£/vnL      any  moment  of  its  course  ;    and  what  mathematic 
"§s7         does,  by  means  of  the  Calculus,  is  to  show  what  velo- 
oTThne  and    city  it  has  at  any  moment.      Between  them  they  give 
the  complete  reply  to  the  fallacy. 


infinity  of  §  ^'  2'  Coming  now  to  the  second  set  of  problems 

Ts™ace?d  under  the  first  head,  those  puzzles  exhibited  by  Kant 
as  his  two  first  Antinomies,  their  connection  with 
the  distinction  of  nature  and  history  may  be  made 
apparent  as  follows.  If  the  world  is  finite  in  time, 
or  in  space,  (1st  Antinomy,  Thesis),  it  will  require  an 
extra-mundane  cause  to  account  for  its  coming  into 
existence ;  its  genesis  must  be  accounted  for.  If  it  is 
finite  in  point  of  division  into  ultimate  simple  parts 
or  atoms,  (2nd  Antinomy,  Thesis),  then  these  atoms 
are  one  cause  of  its  genesis,  and  their  combination 
requires  another  cause  to  account  for  it. 

But  this  view  of  the  matter,  founded  on  the  Theses 
of  the  two  Antinomies,  contradicts  the  distinction  of 
nature  and  history  as  established  above,  for  it  com 
pels  us  to  enquire  into  the  genesis  of  the  world  as  a 
whole,  whereas  it  has  been  shown  that  only  its  his 
tory,  supposed  as  beginning  simultaneously  with  its 
existence,  can  be  an  object  of  enquiry.  At  the  same 
time  it  appears,  from  Kant,  that  this  thetical  view  is 
opposed  by  an  antithetical  one,  maintaining  the  ex 
tension  and  divisibility  of  the  world  a d  infinitum  in 
both  directions;  and  that  this  antithetical  view  has 
grounds  of  equal  apparent  validity  in  its  favour.  If 
the  theses  of  the  two  Antinomies  in  question  were 
true,  our  distinction  of  nature  and  history  would  fall ; 
if  the  antitheses  were  true,  it  would  stand. 
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We  are  forced,  then,  to  an  examination  of  the  two  CH>IVIII' 
Antinomies.  Kant's  solution  of  them  is  not  complete.  — 
It  consists  in  showing  that  the  major  premiss,  in  the  Timean 
reasonings  by  which  the  Thesis  and  Antithesis  are  se-  sPace- 
verally  supported,  is  in  each  case  a  proposition  relat 
ing  to  "  Things-in-themselves,"  while  the  minor  pre 
misses  in  those  reasonings  relate  to  phenomena,  and 
that  therefore  both  Thesis  and  Antithesis  are  fallacious, 
are  cases  of  the  fallacy  known  as  sopJdsma  figurce  dic- 
tionis.  For  in  the  major  premiss,  he  says,  we  assume 
a  merely  logical  law,  the  necessity  of  having  complete 
premisses  for  any  given  conclusion, — which  is  true 
as  a  logical  law,  but  does  not  involve  the  necessity 
that  such  complete  premisses  should  be  actually  found 
for  the  conclusion  required.  We  then,  he  says,  take 
this  logical  law  as  if  it  were  a  law,  or  general  fact, 
of  real  phenomena,  and  subsume  the  minor  premiss 
under  it.  But  when  we  come  to  examine  both  Thesis 
and  Antithesis,  the  conclusions  of  these  two  subsum- 
tions,  we  find  them  contradict  each  other,  because 
the  phenomena,  subsumed  severally  by  the  two  minor 
premisses,  do  not  alone  exhaust  the  totality  required 
by  the  major  premiss.  These  phenomena  give  us 
merely  an  endless  Regressus  towards,  but  never  a 
coming  up  with,  the  required  totality  of  conditions. 
The  truth  according  to  Kant  is,  that  we  are  not 
warranted  in  assuming  that  (logical)  Totality  as  ap 
plicable  to  phenomena;  if  we  do  so,  we  are  treating 
those  phenomena  as  if  they  were  a  Things-in-them 
selves,"  because  we  assume  them  to  be  the  objects 
contemplated  by  the  merely  logical  law  of  Totality.1 

1  Kritik  der  E.V.  Der  Antinomie  d.  K.V.  7ter  Abschnitt. 
Kritische  Entscheidung,  &c.  pp.  376-379  of  Hartenstein's  edit. 
1853. 
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CH?  VIIL  Th^  solution  of  Kant's  is  incomplete,  not  for  the 

-^*        reason  given  by  Hegel,  but  because  it  does  not  ex- 

Tiinetnf  Plam  a11  cases  of  the  apparent  Antinomy.  It  leaves 
Space.  unexplained  those  in  which  no  propositions  relating 
to  "Things -in -themselves,"  no  proposition  stating 
purely  logical  laws,  e.g.,  of  Totality,  as  general  facts 
of  nature,  are  introduced.  Kant  was  full  of  his  new 
doctrine  of  the  "  Thing-in-itself ;"  and  here  he  uses  it 
to  explain,  not  only  how  the  Antinomies  are  to  be 
solved,  but  also  how  they  arise.  He  uses  it  to  state 
the  difficulty  as  well  as  to  remove  it.  He  makes  the 
problem  for  himself  to  solve.  For  which  reason  his 
explanation  breaks  down,  as  I  shall  presently  show, 
when  he  comes  to  apply  it  to  remove  the  difficulty 
wholly,  or  in  its  general  shape. 

Hegel  has  two  long  and  admirable  notes  in  his 
Logik,  in  which  he  criticises  Kant's  Antinomies,  and 
the  two  first  of  them  particularly,  at  some  length. 
In  the  first  of  these  two  passages,  which  is  devoted 
principally  to  Kant's  second  Antimony,  he  says:1 
"The  critical  solution  by  means  of  the  so-called 
transcendental  ideality  of  the  world  of  perception 
has  no  other  result  than  this, — it  makes  the  so- 
called  Antinomy  something  subjective ;  whereby  it 
[the  Antinomy]  continues  to  present  the  same  illu- 
.sion  (Schein),  that  is,  it  remains  just  as  unsolved 
as  before.  Its  true  solution  can  consist  only  in 
this,  that  two  determinations  (Bestimmungen),  while 
opposed  to  each  other  and  necessary  to  one  and 
the  same  concept,  cannot  be  valid  in  their  one- 
sidedness,  each  for  itself,  but  that  they  have  their 
truth  only  in  their  resolution  (Aufgehobensein),  in 

1  Wissenschaft  der  Logik.      lter  Theil.  2tr  Abschnitt.  1     Kap. 
A.  Anmerkung  2.     Werke,  Vol.  III.  p.  210. 
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the  unity  of  the   concept   into  which    they   are    re-      ciTvin 
solved."  — 

In  the  second  passage,  which  treats  more  particu-  ^mean 
larly  of  the  first  Antinomy,  Hegel  says  i1  "  The  sola-  8Pace- 
tion  of  this  Antinomy,  like  that  of  the  former,  is 
transcendental,  that  is,  consists  in  maintaining  the 
ideality  of  space  arid  time  as  forms  of  intuition,  in 
the  sense  that  the  world  in  itself  is  not  in  contra 
diction  with  itself,  nor  self-destructive;  but  only 
consciousness,  in  its  intuitions  and  in  referring  its 
intuitions  to  understanding  and  reason,  is  of  self- 
contradictory  nature.  It  is  showing  too  great  tender 
ness  for  the  world  to  shift  its  contradiction  on  to  the 
shoulders  of  mind  and  reason,  there  to  lie  unsolved. 
The  mind  in  fact  it  is,  which  is  strong  enough  to 
endure  the  contradiction,  but  it  is  the  mind  too  which 
has  the  means  of  solving  it.  The  so-called  world,  on 
the  contrary,  (be  it  objective  and  real  world,  or  sub 
jective  intuition  of  transcendental  idealism,  sensa 
tion  thought  by  means  of  categories),  for  the  same 
reason  never  at  any  point  dispenses  with  contradic 
tion,  yet  cannot  endure  it,  and  on  that  account  is  the 
prey  of  origination  and  destruction." 

We  have  now  before  us  the  doctrines  of  these 
two  great  masters,  Kant  and  Hegel,  in  respect  of 
these  two  Antinomies.  Kant  wishes  to  remove  the 
apparent  contradiction,  Hegel  to  retain  it.  With 
Kant  it  is  a  mistake  ab  initio ;  with  Hegel  it  is  an 
essential  feature  of  existence,  only  to  be  solved  by 
being  preserved  as  a  feature  and  embalmed  in  the 
amber  of  the  Absolute  Idea.  Hegel  saw  very  well 
that  Kant's  solution  was  not  sufficient;  he  also 

1  The  same.  2tes  Kap.  C.  Anmerkung  2.  Werke,  Vol.  III. 
p.  268. 
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CH°VIII'  thought  that  no  solution  could  be,  but  that  contra- 
~rj~  diction  was  essential  to  all  existence,  was  the  motor 

TiSn^  of  the  Absolute  Idea,  the  life  of  the  Absolute  Mind. 
Space.  We  shall  see,  however,  that  neither  was  Hegel,  after 
all,  so  far  removed  from  Kant,  nor  Kant  from  the 
truth,  as  Hegel  imagined.  They  both  had  their 
mental  eye  on  phenomena  and  saw  them  straight, 
not  distorted  at  least  by  any  media  but  those  of  their 
own  intelligence.  Nor  is  Hegel's  quiet  irony,  his 
"  too  great  tenderness  for  the  world"  unfriendly.  After 
all  he  believed  himself  to  be  developing  Kant's  prin 
ciples;  it  was  Kant's  falling  short  of  a  solution  that 
caused  him  to  acquiesce  in  contradiction.  We  have 
the  same  phenomenon  repeated  which  has  been  before 
observed;  each  philosopher  does  what  he  professes 
not  to  do,  and  does  not  what  he  professes  to  do.  Kant 
professes  to  solve  but  really  leaves  unsolved,  Hegel 
professes  to  accept  but  really  solves,  the  contradic 
tion.  At  least  his  two  "  moments,"  continuity  and 
discretion,  contain  the  solution,  though  not,  as  Hegel 
would  have  it,  by  union  in  a  higher  concept.  A 
higher  concept  is  a  mere  return  to  the  moment  of 
discretion.  The  alternation  of  limit-setting  and  limit- 

<T> 

overleaping,  the  process  of  doing  so,  is  that  which 
combines  the  two  "  moments,"  not  the  concept  which 
results  from  that  process,  There  is  no  higher  concept 
which  results  from  the  process;  none  into  which  the 
continuous  and  the  discrete,  the  infinite  and  the 
finite,  can  be  resolved  ;  because  the  concepts  are 
already  known  of  which  they  are  determinations. 
They  are  determinations  of  time  arid  of  space.  With 
out  these  they  would  be  meaningless;  from  these 
they  come,  and  to  these  they  belong ;  and  these  are 
as  inexhaustible  as  the  process  of  alternation.  What 
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is  this  process,  however,  but  Kant's  "  endless  regressus"      CH°VIIL 
the   regress   towards    totality  of  conditions  in  phe-         ~^ 
nomena  as  such,  and  not  as  u  Things- in-themselves"  ?      ^SSeand* 
The  movement  of  thought  by  means  of  contradiction        Space- 
is  not,  as  Hegel  would  have  it,  an  union  of  contradic 
tories,  but  a  succession,  a  nexus  by  sequence,  between 
contraries.     Kant  describes  the  lock  and  seeks  for 
the  key.     Hegel  brings  the  key  and  double  locks  the 
door.     Kant  is  saved  from  Hegel's  error  by  his  clear 
perception  of  the  difference  between  contradictories 
and  contraries; — 


'   »/  JJLO.V  afjLfyoripoiGiv  O/ULOV  ~yivo^  -ffi  '/ 
aAXa  ZEUC  Trportpoc  "ycyova  KOL  irXdova  y$ri" 

But  it  is  high  time  to  turn  to  Kant's  general 
solution,  that  in  which,  without  specially  referring  to 
the  logical  form  of  the  Antinomies,  he  attempts  to 
show  that  the  dispute  is  literally  about  nothing  at  all 
(dass  sie  urn  Nichts  streiten\  and  see  how  and  why  it 
breaks  down,  how  completely  the  "  Thing-in-itself " 
fails  to  account  for  the  existence  of  the  dispute,  as 
well  as  failing  to  settle  it.  In  the  course  of  this 
general  explanation  we  read:1  "If  we  look  upon  the 
two  propositions  l  The  world  is  in  quantity  infinite/ 
— 4  The  world  is  in  quantity  finite/  as  contradictories, 
then  we  are  assuming  that  the  world  (the  whole 
series  of  phenomena)  is  a  Thing-in-itself.  For  it 
remains,  whether  I  deny  (aufheben)  the  infinite  or 
the  finite  Regressus  in  the  series  of  its  phenomena. 
But  if  I  do  away  with  this  assumption,  or  transcend 
ental  illusion  (Schein),  and  deny  that  it  is  a  Thing- 
in-itself,  then  the  contradictory  opposition  of  the  two 
assertions  changes  into  a  merely  dialectical  one"  [an 

1  Kritik  der  RV.  as  above,  p.  380.     Hartenstein,  1853. 
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CH°KVI!L      opposition  where  both  may  be  false],  "  and  because 
"^7         the  world  does  not  exist  at  all  in  itself  (independently 

Tlmean?  °^  tne  regressive  series  of  my  perceptions),  therefore 
Space.  ^  exi^g  neither  as  a  whole  infinite  in  itself,  nor  as  a 
whole  finite  in  itself.  It  is  to  be  found  only  in  the 
empirical  Regressus  of  the  series  of  phenomena,  and 
not  at  all  for  itself.  Hence,  if  this  series  is  at  every 
moment  (jederzeit)  conditioned,  then  it  is  never 
wholly  given,  and  the  world  is  therefore  no  uncon 
ditioned  Whole,  therefore  also  does  not  exist  as  such, 
either  with  infinite  or  with  finite  quantity." 

Kant's  reasoning  I  take  to  be  this:  If  I  take 
Thesis  and  Antithesis  as  expressing  contradictory 
determinations,  I  assume  the  world  to  exist  as  having 
a  definite  quantity,  a  Whole,  a  Thing-in-itself,  and 
then  the  one  must  be  true,  the  other  false.  But  if 
the  world  has  no  definite  quantity,  is  not  a  Whole, 
is  not  a  Thing-in-itself,  then  the  Thesis  and  Antithesis 
may  both  be  false,  as  having  no  subject-matter  to 
apply  to.  Now  the  world  is  not  a  Thing-in-itself, 
has  not  a  definite  quantity,  is  not  a  Whole;  for  it 
exists  only  in  the  Regressus  of  the  series  of  phe 
nomena.  Therefore  both  the  Thesis  and  Antithesis 
may  be  false,  and  the  contradiction  between  them  is 
solved. 

Three  things  are  to  be  remarked  in  this  solution. 
First,  the  empirical  regressus  in  the  series  of  phe 
nomena,  which  constitutes  the  phenomenal  world,  is 
precisely  what  is  maintained  by  the  Antitheses  of  the 
two  first  Antinomies.  "  The  world  has  no  beginning 
and  no  limits  in  space,  but  is  infinite  in  regard  to 
time  as  well  as  in  regard  to  space ;":  and  u  No  com 
pounded  thing  in  the  world  consists  of  simple  parts, 
1  As  above,  p.  329.  Hartenstein,  1853. 
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and  nothing  simple  exists  anywhere  in  it."1     Kant's      c^'vxii' 
empirical  regress  and  his  two  Antitheses  express  one         — 
and  the   same  thing.     They  also   contain   both   the     I",!inity  °f 

O  J  Time  and 

moments  of  continuity  and  discretion,  of  setting  a  sPace- 
limit  and  overleaping  it.  There  is  no  one-sidedness, 
as  Hegel  objects,  in  the  Antitheses.  There  may  be 
in  the  Theses,  but  that  is  another  matter.  The  plain 
fact  which  both  the  empirical  regress  and  the  Anti 
theses  build  upon  and  express  is,  that  it  is  not 
possible  to  imagine  a  limit  drawn  anywhere,  in  time 
or  in  space,  without  imagining  time,  or  space,  exist 
ing  on  the  far  side  of  that  limit.  You  draw  a  limit 
by  attention  in  reasoning ;  this  is  to  turn  a  percept 
into  a  concept; — well,  beyond  that  limit  is  a  percept 
again.  If  you  want  to  know  what  that  further  per 
cept  is,  you  must  limit  it,  draw  another  line,  turn  it 
into  a  concept ;  this  concept  will  have  an  unlimited 
percept  beyond  it,  and  so  on; — Kant's  empirical 
regress,  and  Kant's  infinite  time  and  space  of  the 
Antitheses. 

Secondly  I  remark,  that  the  Theses  of  the  two 
Antinomies  express  the  determination  of  time  arid 
space  contradictory  to  this;  they  assert  that  there  is 
a  final  limit,  a  final  concept,  beyond  which  there  is 
no  percept,  no  space,  no  time.  In  division  ad  intra 
we  come  to  atoms,  finite,  indivisible;  in  extension 
a d  extra,  to  a  finite  magnitude  in  space  or  in  time, 
beyond  which  is  no  space,  and  no  time.  We  have 
nothing  at  all  beyond  those  limits.  While  the  Anti 
theses  and  the  empirical  regress  stand  or  fall  together, 
the  Theses  stand  or  fall  alone.  But,  since  the  em 
pirical  regress  is  another  name  for  the  phenomena  as 
they  present  themselves  actually  to  consciousness,  it 
1  As  above,  p.  329.  Hartenstein,  1853. 
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CH°VIIL     ig  practically  impossible  for  the  mind  to  acquiesce  in 
"^7        the  finality  of  the  Theses.     It  must  transcend  the 

TimeTn?  limits  it  professes  to  have  ascertained,  and  gives  free 
Space.  scope  to  its  fancies  in  depicting  the  supernatural 
world.  Those  who  love  their  fancies  most  are  most 
sure  to  insist  on  the  Theses  of  these  Antinomies,  for 
they  assure  free  play  to  the  fancy  beyond  the  limits 
which  they  assign. 

The  third  remark  I  have  to  make  is  to  the  effect, 
that  here  the  Thing-in-itself  totally  breaks  down  as  a 
solution  of  the  Antinomies.  In  order  to  permit  both 
Thesis  and  Antithesis  to  be  false,  the  thing  of  which 
they  are  said  must  be  assumed  or  shown,  either  not 
to  exist  at  all,  or  not  to  exist  as  a  thing  capable  of 
the  determinations  in  question.  It  is  not  enough  to 
say, — 'these  determinations  are  said  of  the  world, 
and  the  world  is  not  a  Thing-in-itself,  therefore  they 
may  be  false.'  You  must  say  '  and  the  world  is  not 
capable  of  either  of  those  determinations.'  Neither 
is  it  enough,  (indeed  it  is  not  permissible),  to  say 
'and  the  world  has  no  definite  quantity,  is  not  a 
Whole ;'  for  this  is  to  assume  the  truth  of  the  Anti 
theses,  thus  assuming  the  very  point  in  question.  In 
order  to  get  rid  of  the  apparent  contradiction,  it  is 
requisite  to  show  that  the  contradictories  are  said  of 
a  world  which  either  does  not  exist  at  all,  or  is  not 
capable  of  either  of  the  contradictory  determinations. 
But  this  Kant  never  shows. 

We  mean  by  the  world,  according  to  Kant  in  the 
passage  cited,  something  found  uin  the  empirical 
regressus  of  the  series  of  phenomena."  This  series 
of  phenomena  itself  is  the  empirical  world ;  and  we 
put  the  question — Is  this  series  finite  or  infinite? 
The  "  Thing-in-itself"  has  nothing  whatever  to  do 
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with  the  answer  to  this  question,  which  is  wholly 
phenomenal.  The  series,  the  regressus,  is  clearly 
capable  of  quantitative  determination;  the  question, 
— finite  or  infinite, — though  we  may  not  be  able  to 
decide  it,  does  not  fall  to  the  ground  for  lack  of  a 
subject-matter  to  apply  to.  It  is  a  distinct  issue 
between  contradictory  determinations  of  the  same 
thing,  at  the  same  time,  and  in  the  same  respect. 
Which  of  the  two  is  true  is  a  question  for  analysis ; 
and  the  analysis  of  percept  and  concept,  of  contradic 
tion  and  contrariety,  in  previous  Chapters,  can  leave 
little  doubt  on  this  point.  The  regressus  is  infinite, 
the  Antithesis  in  both  Antinomies  is  true,  the  Thesis 
false.  In  other  words,  the  Antithesis  is  the  true 
determination  of  the  regressus. 

The  source  of  Kant's  failure  to  solve  the  Antino 
mies  by  his  Thing-in-itself  was  of  a  nature  to  blind 
him  to  the  fact  that  he  had  failed.  What  was  this 
source?  What  caused  him  to  overlook  the  general 
case,  where  the  "  major  premiss"  is  not  necessarily 
propounded  as  relating  to  Things-in-themselves,  is 
no  mere  logical  law  of  Totality?  It  is  this.  He 
missed  the  real  cause  of  the  illusion  of  the  Thing-in- 
itself,  thinking  that  raising  Categories  to  the  rank  of 
Phenomena  was  the  cause.  The  real  cause  of  the 
illusion,  as  I  have  shown  in  Chapter  III.,  is  the  look 
ing  at  existence  as  an  object  of  direct,  instead  of  re 
flective,  perception.  By  so  doing  you  make  it  an 
absolute,  you  treat  it  in  and  for  itself,  no  matter  that 
its  content  is  phenomenal.  But  wherever  a  content 
is  phenomenal,  it  is  capable  of  quantitative  determi 
nation. 

What  Kant  should  have  said,  then,  in  solution  of 
the  Antinomies,  (supposing  him  bent  on  bringing  in 

VOL.  II.  H 


BOOK  ITT. 
CH.  Vill. 

14. 

Infinity  of 

Time  and 

Space. 


98  NATURE  AND  HISTORY. 

CH°VIII'  " Things-in-themselves"  at  all),  was  this:  The  major 
—  premiss  treats  the  phenomena  as  an  object  of  direct 
perception,  and  not  as  an  object  of  primary  or  reflec- 
tive;  and  by  so  doing,  since  every  object  of  direct 
perception  is  a  finite  thing,  virtually  assumes  the 
Theses  of  the  two  Antinomies,  an  assumption  for 
which  there  is  no  warrant.  The  Theses  therefore 
involve  the  fallacy  of  petitio  principii. 

But  treat  them  as  a  series  of  primary  percepts, 
which  they  truly  are  ;  that  is,  treat  them  as  an  object 
of  reflection,  capable  of  quantitative  determination, 
but  not  having  that  determination  already  known  ; 
and  you  will  find  no  other  quantitative  determina 
tion  of  them  possible  but  that  which  is  expressed  by 
the  Antitheses.  As  phenomena  simply,  they  come 
before  us  only  in  Kant's  empirical  regress ;  but  since 
this  regress  involves  a  perpetual  alternation  of  the 
continuous  and  the  discrete,  the  Antitheses,  which 
express  the  fact  that,  wherever  you  divide  the  con 
tinuous,  you  have  the  continuous  again  beyond  it, 
are  the  only  possible  determinations  of  its  quantity. 

Kant  on  the  contrary  thought,  that  the  world  did 
not  exist  as  an  object  at  all,  until  determined  by  some 
Category.  Until  it  was  so  determined,  there  was 
literally  Nothing  to  strive  about.  But,  since  all  de 
termination  by  the  Categories  is  limitation,  so  soon 
as  anything  was  determined,  and  there  existed  some 
thing  to  strive  about,  the  question  finite  or  infinite 
was  already  beforehand  decided  in  favour  of  finite. 
For  the  alternative  was — either  no  world  or  a  finite 
one.  Not  the  Antinomies,  then,  but  their  Theses  it  is, 
to  wrhich  Kant's  Thing-in-itself  gave  birth.  For  what 
is  Kant's  Thing-in-itself?  Fmpty  Categories  assumed 
as  real  phenomena.  Now,  if  you  will  have  no  world 
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but  what  is  thought  by  the  Categories,  you  are  eo  ipso      {^° ^.}}{- 
treating  the  world  as  a  Thing-in -itself;  the  very  pro-         — 
cess  which  Kant  denounces  as  the  source  of  fallacy.      lenity  of 

»  Time  and 

In  other  words,  adopt  Kant  s  view  of  what  the  Thing-  Spaee. 
in-itself  is,  arid  you  cannot  help  treating  the  world  as 
a  Thing-in -it  self.  To  do  this  is  to  assume  the  truth 
of  the  Theses  of  the  two  Antinomies.  But  it  is  in  no 
wise  to  introduce  the  Antinomies  themselves,  except 
in  so  far  as  the  facts  of  the  case  inevitably  array 
themselves  against  a  theory  at  once  arbitrary  and 
inconsistent. 


§  5.  II.  The  second  kind  of  problems  mentioned  p08fuf;teg 
above,  that  relating  to  the  nature  and  functions  of 
Axioms,  has  now  to  be  treated.  It  is  most  conve 
nient  to  treat  it  in  connection  with  the  distinction  of 
nature  and  history,  because  the  form  in  which  the 
question  is  usually  raised  involves  a  separation  be 
tween  the  series  of  subjective  states,  which  are  know 
ledge,  and  the  series  of  objective  phenomena,  which 
are  matter  in  motion ;  and  then  the  question  is  put. 
How  arises  the  ultimate  nexus  between  them,  how 
in  the  last  resort  do  we  know  that  our  knowledge 
truly  represents  tilings?  I  therefore  treat  the  ques 
tion  under  the  distinction  of  nature  and  history, 
which  explains  the  character  of  the  supposed  separa 
tion,  in  order  to  satisfy  the  demands  of  the  problem 
as  usually  presented. 

It  is  generally  agreed,  that  all  reasoned  know 
ledge,  i.e.,  knowledge  considered  as  arising  out  of 
and  having  behind  it  certain  rude  material,  in  shape 
of  percepts,  as  its  data, — that  all  reasoned  knowledge 
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CH°VIII      Begins  Cither  from  axioms,  or  else  from  provisional 
hypotheses  in  their   stead.     One   school  of  thought 

S  *•)•  till 

Postulates,     holds   strictly   to  the  latter   alternative  ;    they  hold 

Axioms,  and  •>  ,      ,  -, 

Hypotheses,  that  we  begin  by  framing  hypotheses,  and  tnat  ttiese 
when  verified  by  experience  become  truths  which 
are  a  firm  basis  for  further  hypotheses,  which  again 
when  verified  lead  to  further  truths,  until  at  last  our 
first  obtained  truths  are  so  completely  verified  by 
experience  of  all  kinds  as  to  be  fairly  called  axio 
matic. 

Another  school  takes  the  other  basis.,  and  holds 
that  we  begin  originally  with  axioms,  that  we  then 
use  hypotheses  only  to  discover  particular  cases 
within  the  axioms,  arid  that  the  whole  structure  of 
discovered  knowledge  is  really  no  more  than  the 
verification  and  exemplification  of  the  originally 
known  axioms.  This  school,  in  short,  holds  that 
axioms  are  certain  from  the  very  first ;  the  other, 
that  their  certainty  is  acquired  at  last  through  veri 
fication  of  hypothesis  by  experience. 

On  these  views  of  the  case  the  following  diffi 
culties  arise.  If  hypothesis  is  the  ultimate  source, 
as  the  first  school  holds,  there  is  really  no  axiomatic 
knowledge  at  all,  for  the  axioms  at  which  we  arrive 
at  last  are  simply  records  of  matters  of  fact,  owing 
their  apparent  necessity  to  long  uncontradicted  expe 
rience,  confirmed  by  habit  and  enforced  by  heredity ; 
our  knowledge  has  no  element  of  a  necessary  charac 
ter  in  it,  but  is  rather  to  be  called  habitual  belief.  On 
the  other  hand,  if  axioms  are  the  ultimate  source,  we 
have  certainty  in  knowledge,  but  no  guarantee  that 
this  certainty  is  truly  ascribed  to  facts ;  for  the 
axioms  may  be  arbitrarily  imposed  on  facts  by  the 
constitution  of  our  own  minds. 
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These  are  the   two  opposite  views  of  the  genesis 
of  knowledge  which  may  be  said  to  divide  the  learned         — 
world  between  them.      They   both   alike   issue  in   u     £jj^2 
separation  between  knowledge  and  fact,  because  both     Hypothese 
alike  begin  with  assuming  a  separation  between  ob 
ject  and  subject.     The  one  issues  in  a  combination 
of  facts  which   is   not  really  knowledge,  having  no 
strict  necessity,  the  other  in  a  connected  and  neces 
sary  knowledge  which  is  not  a  knowledge  of  facts. 

The  question  is,  whether  there  is  not  a  way  out 
of  this  double  inconvenience?  May  there  not  be  a 
source  of  error  in  separating  object  and  subject? 
Arid  is  not  this  separation  involved  in  the  assump 
tion,  either  that  we  begin  with  hypotheses  alone,  or 
that  we  begin  with  axioms  alone  ?  I  apprehend  the 
truth  to  be,  that  we  begin  to  reason,  for  acquiring 
knowledge,  by  framing  hypotheses  based  on  axioms ; 
that  is,  we  begin  with  axiom  and  hypothesis  to 
gether.  This  is  what  I  hold  to  be  the  philosophical 
position  on  the  question ;  and  this  is  what  I  am 
going  to  make  good.  But  first  a  little  more  illus 
tration  of  the  non -philosophical  positions.  And  I 
select  one  which  leads  directly  to  the  point  which  I 
wish  to  establish.  I  take  it  from  Mr.  Spencer's 
Principles  of  Psychology. 

We  there  find  the  statement,  that  neither  the  dic 
tum  de  omni  et  nullo,  nor  Mr.  Mill's  'mark  of  a  mark' 
axiom,  "nor  indeed  any  axiom  which  it  is  possible 
to  frame,  can,  I  think,  be  rightly  held  capable  of  ex 
pressing  the  ratiociriative  act."1  Then  we  read: 
u Axioms  can  belong  only  to  the  subject-matter  about 
which  we  reason,  and  not  to  reason  itself — imply 
cases  in  which  an  objective  uniformity  determines  a 
1  Principles  of  Psychology,  Vol.  II.  §  303.  p.  93. 
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subjective  uniformity;  arid  all  these  subjective  uni- 
formities  can  no  more  be  reduced  to  one  than  the 
objective  ones  can."1  Then  again:  u*  *  there  will 
j^  some  universal  necessity  of  correlation  —  some 
axiom.  Such  an  axiom  is  therefore  to  be  accepted 
as  expressing  absolute  dependencies  in  the  non-ego, 
which  imply  answering  absolute  dependencies  in  the 
ego  —  not,  however,  absolute  dependencies  in  the  ego 
that  are  recognized  as  such  in  reasoning. 

"  The  utmost  that  any  analysis  of  reason  can 
effect  is  to  disclose  the  act  of  consciousness  through 
which  these  and  all  other  mediately  known  truths 
are  discerned  ;  and  this  we  have  in  the  inward  per 
ception  of  likeness  or  unlikeness  of  relations.  But  a 
truth  of  this  kind  does  riot  admit  of  axiomatic  ex 
pression,  because  the  universal  process  of  rational  in 
telligence  cannot  become  solidified  into  any  single 
product  of  rational  intelligence."2 

There  is  somewhat  of  an  a  priori  assertorical  air 
about  this  last  "  because,"  which  one  would  like  to 
see  fortified  by  another.  Meantime  the  Postulates  of 
Logic  are  a  sufficient  answer  to  Mr.  Spencer's  denials 
in  the  passages  just  quoted.  They  express  the  "ra- 
tiocinative  act,"  the  act  which  modifies  percepts  into 
concepts,  combines  concepts  into  judgments,  and  judg 
ments  into  syllogisms.  It  is  the  same  act,  in  matter 
of  different  degrees  of  complexity.  It  is  true  that 
they  do  not  express  that  act  as  pure  act,  (nor  indeed 
does  it  so  exist)  ;  but  they  express  it  as  an  act,  ab 
stracted  from  every  particular  matter  with  which  it 
is  involved;  and  this  they  do  by  means  of  the  sym 
bolic  forms  of  expression,  A  and  not-  A.  The  extreme 

1  Principles  of  Psychology,  Vol.  II.  §  303.  p.  94. 

2  The  same,  p.  94-5. 
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of  generality  in  the  expression  is  the  extreme  of  ab- 

st  motion  in  the  thing  expressed.  ~ 

Now  I  maintain  that  the  Postulates  of  Logic,  ^"^'1 
taken  together,  make  one  axiom  and  only  one  ;  an  Hypotheses. 
axiom  of  which  all  other  axioms  are  cases,  cases  of 
greater  complexity  in  point  of  content.  All  these 
might  also  be  called  postulates  as  well  as  axioms  ; 
for—  postulate,  axiom,  —  where  is  the  difference,  or  is 
there  any?  There  is,  and  it  is  this.  A  dictum  is 
called  a  postulate  in  relation  to  the  volition  of  the 
reasoner,  and  an  axiom  in  relation  to  the  phenomena 
reasoned  of.  But  in  reasoning,  truth  of  fact  being 
there  the  purpose  aimed  at,  you  cannot  make  a  postu 
late  unsupported  by  fact,  for  it  would  have  no  legiti 
mation  ;  nor  can  you  assert  an  axiom  without  being 
warranted  in  claiming  assent  to  it,  in  making  &  postu 
late  of  it,  in  case  of  argument.  Postulate  and  Axiom 
are  opposite  aspects  of  each  other  ;  not  respectively 
subjective  and  objective  aspects,  but  aspects  turned 
respectively  towards  volition  and  towards  phenomena, 
the  object-matter  of  that  volition.  Both  these  aspects 
together  constitute  the  subjective  aspect  of  Nature 
itself,  or  have  Nature  as  their  object-matter. 

The  phenomenal  or  axiomatic  aspect  of  the  postu 
lates  of  logic  is  the  most  general  axiom  in  all  know 
ledge.  It  is  that  which  asserts  the  Uniformity  of 
Nature.  If  there  were  no  uniformity  in  nature,  there 
could  be  no  postulates  of  logic;  if  that  uniformity 
were  not  universal  and  without  exception,  the  postu 
lates  could  not  be  universally  and  necessarily  true. 
For  while  we  asserted  A,  in  the  subject  of  the  pro 
position  of  identity,  in  A  is  A,  it  would,  or  at  any 
rate  might,  be  changing  into  not-  A,  while  we  made 
the  assertion  of  its  identity,  and  the  postulate  would 
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be  falsified.  It  would  not  be  true  as  a  postulate, 
though  it  might  happen  to  be  true,  in  a  particular 
case,  as  a  matter  of  fact. 

The  identification  of  the  postulates  of  logic  with 
the  axiom  of  the  uniformity  of  nature  justifies  the 
position  with  which  I  set  out,  that  in  the  beginning 
of  knowledge  we  begin  with  axiom  and  hypothesis 
together.  For  we  can  frame  no  hypothesis  at  all  but 
by  the  aid  of  the  postulates  of  logic,  which  now  turn 
out  to  be  an  axiom.  This  is  clear,  because  every 
concrete  hypothesis  involves  judgment ;  and  the 
postulates  of  logic  are  thus,  prior  to  verification 
by  experience,  the  first  hypothesis,  notwithstanding 
that  they  are  also  postulates,  that  is,  the  only  hypo 
thesis  which  we  have  it  in  our  power  to  make.  If 
then  we  take  reasoning  in  pursuit  of  knowledge  to 
begin  with  hypothesis,  we  find  that  in  order  to  frame 
that  hypothesis  the  postulates  are  requisite,  and,  if 
the  postulates,  then  also  the  axiom  of  uniformity  of 
nature. 

The  school,  then,  which  holds  that  reasoning  does 
not  begin,  but  only  ends,  with  axioms,  is  clearly 
wrong,  at  least  in  the  sweeping  range  which  it  often 
gives  to  its  assertions  of  the  doctrine.  But  is  the 
opposite  school,  that  which  holds  that  reasoning 
begins  with  axioms  and  not  with  hypotheses,  in  the 
right?  By  no  means.  We  do  not  begin  our  reason 
ing  in  pursuit  of  knowledge  by  the  postulates  alone, 
nor  by  the  axiom  of  uniformity  alone.  We  begin  by 
an  hypothesis  in  which  the  postulates  and  the  axiom 
are  involved.  We  say — "What  is  that?"1  Then  we 
frame  an  hypothesis.  There  is  no  axiom  laid  down, 
as  firm  ground  to  begin  with,  as  major  premiss  of  a 
1  See  above  in  Chapter  V.  Vol.  I.  p.  292. 
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deduction;  whatever  our  hypothesis  may  be,  it  pro- 

ceeds  on  the  assumption  of  the  uniformity  of  nature 

as  warranting  its  validity  simply  as  a  reasoning  pro- 

cess.     This  is  the  axiom  upon  which  all  hypotheses     Hypotheses. 

are  based,    and  necessarily  based  because   they  are 

processes  of  reasoning  moving  by  the  postulates  of 

logic. 

But  are  the  Postulates  of  Logic  universally  and 
necessarily  true?  —  Aye,  that  is  the  great  question. 
They  may  be  requisite  for  all  reasoning,  and  conse 
quently  for  all  science  ;  for  what  Kant  called  cogni 
tion,  Erlcenntniss,  and  experience,  Erfahrung,  as  well 
as  for  thought,  Denken.  But  what  shows  that  science 
is  a  case  of  necessity  ?  Je  rten  vois  pas  la  necessite,  t 

says  the  Sceptic;  your  reasoning  is  all  in  the  air, 
fancy  in  nubibus.  We  cannot,  then,  assume  that 
science  must  be  true;  it  may  be  all  a  cunningly, 
wrought  dream;  true  indeed  for  us,  while  it  lasts; 
but  this  sort  of  truth  is  fiction.  The  scientist  is 
satisfied  with  this  sort  of  truth,  but  not  the  philo 
sopher.  And  the  scientist  very  justly  ;  for  why 
should  he  trouble  his  head  with  what  the  sceptic  or 
the  theologian  may  be  thinking? 

Now  it  is  not  proving  the  truth  of  the  Postulates 
of  Logic,  merely  to  show  that  they  are  axiomatic  as 
well  as  volitional,  or  even  that  they  are  objective  as 
well  as  subjective;  or,  in  other  words,  merely  to  take 
the  question  as  the  philosopher  takes  it,  and  not  as 
the  scientist.  This  indeed  is  essential;  but  it  is 
essential  as  a  preliminary  only.  The  same  question, 
virtually  the  same,  recurs  again  on  this  higher  plat 
form.  It  must  be  proved  as  a  philosophical  question. 
In  what  remains  of  the  present  Chapter,  I  shall  con 
sider  the  generalities  of  this  great  question,  along 
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—         Chapter  will  be  devoted  to  this  question  alone. 
Postulates,  There  are   other  shoals   and  quicksands  in  this 

Axioms,  and 

Hypotheses,  question,  besides  that  of  separating  subject  and  object, 
which  we  have  just  escaped.  There  are  those  arising 
from  the  fact  of  the  flux  of  phenomena,  the  Heraclei- 
tean  vravra  jet.  For  if  there  is  strictly  and  literally 
no  stability,  there  can  be  no  knowledge,  for  knowledge 
is  an  established  relation  between  phenomena.  Nor 
can  we  escape  by  saying  that  the  flux  is  true  of  the 
percepts,  the  differents  in  the  perceptual  order,  while 
identity  and  uniformity  are  true  of  the  concepts  into 
which  these  percepts  are  modified  in  the  conceptual 
.  order.  For  then  either  the  conceptual  order,  or  else 

the  perceptual,  would  be  in  nubibus,  one  would  not 
be  a  true  representation  or  aspect  of  the  other,  or  at 
least  could  not  be  known  to  be  so.  The  two  orders 
perceptual  and  conceptual  would  be  torn  asunder, 
just  as,  before,  the  objective  and  subjective  aspects 
were  torn  asunder  by  the  scientist  theories. 

It  requires  to  be  shown,  not  indeed  that  there  is 
any  prior  truth  or  truths  in  the  conceptual  order  from 
which  the  Postulates  may  be  inferred,  which  would 
be  absurd,  since  they  are  prior  to  all  inference,  but 
that  we  have  in  the  conceptual  order  the  very  same 
content  as  in  the  perceptual,  notwithstanding  its  per 
petual  flux.  The  identity  of  the  two  orders,  in  spite 
of  their  difference,  must  be  made  clear.  We  may 
indeed  picture  the  perceptual  order  as  an  ever-chang 
ing  Proteus,  the  conceptual  order  as  the  noose  that 
binds  him,  and  compels  him  to  give  up  his  secrets. 
But  it  must  be  shown  that  they  are  his,  and  not  those 
of  the  conceptual  order,  or  in  other  words,  that  the 
change  to  the  conceptual  order,  initiated  and  governed 
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by  the  Postulates,  is  purely  formal,  and  introduces      CH°VIII 
no  new  disturbing  element  of  its  own  into  the  per 
ceptual  phenomena,  except  that  change  of  form.  Zdm^Sd 

Supposing  the  questions  arising  from  the  mere  Hypotheses, 
fact  of  the  flux  of  phenomena  in  perception  to  be 
settled,  there  remains  another  set  of  perplexities 
which  come  into  notice  in  the  application  of  the  pos 
tulates  to  percepts.  Suppose  we  can  arrest  the  flux, 
bind  the  Proteus,  for  a  moment;  suppose  we  have 
classified  and  predicted  and  verified ;  have  introduced 
permanent  relations  between  phenomena;  have  ac 
quired  knowledge  on  which  we  can  venture  to  depend 
with  certainty; — still  this  has  its  limits.  We  lay 
down  our  postulates  and  our  axiom  as  true  without 
restriction,  without  exception.  And  we  have  suc 
ceeded  and  do  succeed  in  making  out  much  acknow 
ledged  fact  and  truth  by  this  method.  But  Proteus 
may  not  be  fully  tamed  for  all  that.  He  may  be 
trusted  perhaps  so  far  as  we  can  see  him,  and  no 
farther. 

Dropping  the  figure, — the  postulates  and  the 
axiom  are  laid  down  as  possessed  of  much  greater 
validity  and  more  necessary  truth  than  it  can  be 
verified  by  experience  that  they  possess.  Owing  to 
the  defect  of  our  powers  of  sense,  even  aided  by  the 
finest  instruments,  and  the  most  delicate  methods,  we 
can  never  verify  exactly  whether  there'  is  or  is  not 
strict  identity  between  two  phenomena.  There  must 
always  be  an  interval  between  our  powers  of  sense 
perception  and  the  broad  statements  which  we  make 
about  identity,  equality,  infinite  divisibility,  and  so 
on ;  an  interval  for  which  our  statements  can  never 
be  verified  by  observation.  But  precisely  at  this 
point  where  observation  ceases,  it  is  imaginable  that 
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chaos  may  begin,  or  creation  ex  nihilo  may  take  place. 
In  short,  the  impossibility  of  verifying  by  presenta 
tions  of  sense   impresses   an   hypothetical   and  ideal 
Hypotheses,     character  even  on  the  postulates  and  the  axiom ;   so 
that  it  may  be  argued  with  considerable  plausibility, 
that  we  begin  after  all  with  hypotheses  which  are  not 
1    axioms ;    for,  as    it  turns  out,   our   supposed   great 
axiom  is  itself  not  axiomatic  but  hypothetical. 


§6. 

General 

remarks  on 

Axioms. 


§  ^'  Ques^ons  like  those  which  have  been  now 
namely,  1st,  that  arising  from  separation  of 
the  subjective  and  objective  aspects,  2nd,  that  from 
the  fact  of  percepts  being  in  perpetual  flux,  and  3rd, 
that  from  the  impossibility  of  verifying  axioms  by 
presentations  of  sense,  require  a  more  thorough  ex 
amination  of  the  whole  subject  than  can  be  given  at 
the  end  of  a  chapter  devoted  to  so  much  besides. 
Keserving,  then,  this  examination  for  the  following 
Chapter,  I  proceed  to  some  few  remarks  on  the  sub 
ject  of  axioms  in  general. 

There  is  another  axiom  closely  akin  to  that  of 
the  uniformity  of  nature,  indeed  another  aspect  of  it, 
which  equally  with  it  flows  from,  or  rather  is,  the 
phenomenal  aspect  of  the  postulates.  It  is  knowrn  as 
the  Uniformity  in  the  Course  of  Nature.  The  differ 
ence  of  the  two  axioms  is,  that  one  envisages  single 
percepts,  the  other  envisages  sequences  of  percepts. 
This  second  axiom  states  that,  wherever  A  is  found, 
it  will  be  followed  or  accompanied  by  the  same  thing, 
B,  as  it  was  the  first  time. 

This  also  depends  on  the  postulate  of  identity. 
For  if  A  were  followed  by  B  yesterday,  and  by  not-B 
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to-day,  there  would  have  been  some  relation  in  which 
A  stands  now,  which  it  did  not  stand  in  before ;  that 
is,  A  would  not  have  been  strictly  the  same  A  in  the 
two  cases.  We  should  find  that  some  respect  had 
been  omitted,  in  which  what  we  now  call  A  was  dif 
ferent  from  what  we  then  called  A.  But  if  no  such 
difference  exists,  and  yet  the  postulate  is  true,  then 
A  must  be  followed  by  B,  both  yesterday,  and  to-day, 
and  whenever  it  occurs. 

This  axiom  of  the  uniformity  of  the  course  of 
nature  is  the  one  more  immediately  applicable  to, 
and  approximately  verifiable  by,  scientific  observa 
tion  and  experiment.  It  expresses  itself  in  the  cir 
cumstances  of  a  particular  concrete  thing  or  event. 
An  unexpected  difference  in  behaviour  of  a  chemical 
substance,  for  instance,  suggests  a  difference  of  cir 
cumstances  under  which  it  acts  differently  now  from 
before.  We  assume  that  the  same  thing  under  the 
same  circumstances  will  act  in  the  same  way.  And 
this  axiom  is  verified,  so  far  as  axioms  can  be,  when 
we  have  succeeded  in  finding  a  difference  in  the  thing 
or  in  the  circumstances,  corresponding  to  the  differ 
ence  in  behaviour.  The  axiom  of  the  uniformity  of 
the  course  of  nature  takes  nature  dynamically,  that 
of  uniformity  of  nature,  simply,  takes  it  statically ; 
this  is  the  whole  difference  between  the  two  axioms. 

There  is  another  axiom  which  used  to  have  a 
great  vogue,  and  which  had  the  advantage,  if  it  be 
an  advantage,  of  vagueness  in  not  distinguishing  the 
subjective  and  objective  aspects  of  things, — the  axiom 
known  as  the  Principle  of  Sufficient  Reason.  This 
agrees  with  the  axiom  of  the  uniformity  of  the  course 
of  nature  in  taking  nature  dynamically,  adding  the 
notion  of  it  as  a  series  of  causes  and  effects.  It  is 
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"  Everything  that  exists  has  a  sufficient  reason  why 
it  is  as  it  is  and  not  otherwise."  Leibniz,  who  brought 
it  into  vogue,  thus  enunciates  it  r1  "  L'autre  principe 
est  celui  de  la  raison  determinants:  c'est  que  jamais 
rien  n'arrive,  sans  qu'il  y  ait  une  cause  ou  du  moins 
line  raison  determinante,  c'est-a-dire  quelque  chose  qui 
puisse  servir  a  rendre  raison  a  priori,  pourquoi  cela 
est  existant  plutot  que  de  toute  autre  fa9on."  It 
assumes  identity  as  the  logical  norm,  and  requires 
for  every  difference  observed  a  difference  of  condi 
tions  to  be  discovered. 

The  axiom  of  sufficient  reason  does  not  distinguish 
between  cause  and  reason,  objective  condition  existendi 
and  subjective  condition  cognoscendi.  It  should  have 
run,  for  clearness'  sake,  '  Everything  that  exists  has  a 
sufficient  condition  of  its  being  as  it  is,  and  the  know 
ledge  of  which  would  be  a  sufficient  reason  to  us  for 
its  being  so.'  It  was  probably  in  greater  part  this 
vagueness  which  brought  the  axiom  out  of  credit, 
and  caused  it  to  be  replaced  by  the  distinctly  objective 
axiom  of  the  uniformity  of  the  course  of  nature.  But 
properly  understood  there  is  nothing  unsound  in  the 
older  axiom. 

This  difference  is  clearly  brought  out  by  Kant  in 
his  criticism  of  Eberhard,  whom  he  accuses  of  i<nior- 

o 

ing  it:2  "Every  proposition  must  have  a  ground,  is 
the  logical  (formal)  principle  of  cognition,  which  is, 
not  co-ordinated  with,  but  subordinated  to,  the  Pro 
position  of  Contradiction.  Every  thing  must  have  its 
ground,  is  the  transcendental  (material)  principle, 

1  Theodicee,  Partie  I.  §  44.    See  also  his  Reflexions  sur  le  livre 
de  Hobbes,  §§  5.  6.  Also  his  Remarques  sur  le  livre  de  M.  King,  §  6. 

2  In  his  "  Ueber  eine  Entdeckung  zur  Kritik  der  R.V.     Erster 
Abschnitt.  A.     Werke,  ed.  Rosenk.  u.  Sch.  Vol.  I.  p.  409. 


NATURE  AND  HISTORY. 


Ill 


which  no  human  being  has  ever  proved  or  ever  will 
prove  out  of  the  Proposition  of  Contradiction  (or  out 
of  mere  concepts  at  all,  without  relation  to  sense 
intuition)."  Observe,  by  the  way,  that  Kant  takes 
the  matter,  as  if  to  prove  the  second  principle  out  of 
the  principle,  or  as  he  calls  it  the  proposition,  Satz, 
of  contradiction  was  the  same  thing,  in  point  of  kind, 
as  proving  it  out  of  mere  concepts  divorced  from  per 
cepts.  This  was  a  consequence  of  his  separation  of 
faculties,  of  thought  from  sense.  But  the  postulates 
of  logic,  and  among  them  the  Satz  of  contradiction, 
never  are  divorced  from  percepts ;  so  that  to  prove 
the  ratio  sufficiens  existendi  from  the  postulates  would 
not  necessarily  involve  proving  it  from  concepts  alone 
without  percepts.  This  consideration  shows  how 
wide  is  the  difference  between  Kant's  way  of  treating 
questions  of  this  kind  and  the  way  which  I  call  the 
metaphysical. 

The  principle  of  sufficient  reason  is  thus  distin 
guished  into  two  principles,  one  existendi,  the  other 
cognoscendi;  the  latter  of  which  is  purely  logical. 
And  this  latter  principle  it  is  which  is  intended  by 
Lange's  "Axiom  von  der  Begreifliclikeit  der  Welt" 
which  he  says  is  identical,  in  the  Kantian  philosophy, 
with  the  first  stage  of  Teleology.  "  The  4  formal7 
teleologic  character  (Zweckmdssigkeit)  of  the  world  is 
nothing  else  than  its  adaptation  to  our  understand 
ing,  and  this  adaptation  (Angemessenheit)  requires 
just  as  much  the  unconditioned  rule  of  the  law  of 
Causality,  free  from  mystical  encroachments  of  what 
ever  kind,  as  on  the  other  side  it  presupposes  the 
understandableness  (Uebersichtliclikeit)  of  things,  by 
their  being  arranged  in  determinate  forms."1 

1  Geschichte  des  Mater ialis urns,  Vol.  II.  p.  276.  2nd  edition. 
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Many  scientists  are  fond  of  saying  that  all  the 
truths  of  science,  even  the  most  axiomatic,  are 
contingent.  Philosophers  are  fond  of  claiming 
necessity  for  the  laws  of  thought.  Now  it  is  im 
possible  to  have  necessary  laws  of  thought  and  con 
tingent  things  to  which  they  are  applied.  The  con 
tingency  of  the  things  would  destroy  the  necessity 
of  the  thought ;  the  necessity  of  the  thought  would 
make  the  things  necessary  also.  You  cannot  sepa 
rate,  but  can  only  distinguish,  the  two.  They  are 
inseparable.  Either  both  are  necessary,  or  both  are 
contingent. 

True,  the  universe,  supposing  it  (per  impossibile) 
to  be  a  finite  thing,  might  become  a  chaos  tomorrow, 
and  then  there  would  neither  be  laws  of  thought  nor 
laws  of  things  any  more.  Both  are  contingent  in 
this  sense.  There  is  no  guarantee  for  percepts  con 
tinuing  to  exist,  because  there  is  none  for  existence 
itself,  on  this  supposition.  But  as  between  percepts 
and  concepts,  both  are  necessary,  both  are  guaranteed 
by  the  percepts  which  actually  constitute  the  world/ 
The  question  is,  what  this  guarantee  consists  in,  and 
how  it  takes  effect. 

Here  is  directly  applicable  the  distinction  of 
nature  and  history.  For  from  what  point  of  view 
does  the  world  look  to  us  contingent?  From  that  of 
its  history.  There  is  no  guarantee  for  percepts  con 
tinuing  to  exist;  that  is,  there  is  no  conditio  existendi 
prior  to  percepts,  prior  to  existence  generally.  To 
enquire  into  the  history  of  anything  is  to  enquire 
into  its  conditions  of  existence :  in  the  case  of  finite 
things,  into  their  genesis.  In  naming  the  universe, 
we  treat  it  as  finite,  though  really  infinite ;  and  then 
finding  that  we  cannot  assign  its  conditions  of  exist- 
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ence,  that  is,  that  it  has  no  genesis,  we  hold  it  to  be 
contingent. 

On  the  other  hand,  from  what  point  of  view  does 
the  world  appear  necessary?  From  that- of  nature. 
For  the  elements  which  constitute  it  are  infinite  and 
eternal.  The  infinity  and  eternity  of  the  nature  of 
existence  are  the  guarantee  of  validity  of  those  laws 
which  are  co-extensive  with  it.  In  other  words,  both 
the  laws  of  thought  and  the  laws  of  things  are 
guaranteed  by  the  percepts  which  they  modify,  and 
again  the  same  question  recurs  as  to  the  mode  and 
therefore  the  value  of  the  guarantee. 

There  is  at  any  rate  one  question,  relating  to  the 
a  priori  or  a  posteriori  character  of  the  ultimate  pos 
tulates  and  corresponding  axioms,  which  can  now  be 
judged.  They  are  not  forms  in  the  mind,  considered 
as  an  immaterial  entity,  a  priori  to  experience.  They 
are  bound  up  with  experience  itself.  They  are  a 
posteriori  to  percepts  generally,  because  all  percepts 
are  empirical,  consisting  of  inseparable  elements;  but 
a  priori  to  all  portions  of  conceptual  experience,  in 
which  they  are  the  foundation  or  underlying  fact. 

This  same  feature,  that  of  being  bound  up  with 
phenomena,  meets  us  again,  but  with  modifications 
arising  from  the  lower  stage  .on  which  it  occurs,  when 
we  turn  to  the  case  of  axioms  less  general  than  those 
of  uniformity.  Take  for  instance,  in  pure  mathe- 
matic,  the  axiom,  'If  equals  be  added  to  (or  sub 
tracted  from)  equals,  the  wholes  (or  remainders)  are 
equal.'  This  is  an  axiom  concerning  quantity,  both 
geometrical  and  numerical.  It  is  bound  up  with 
magnitude.  At  the  same  time  it  is  a  particular  case 
under  a  more  general  identity ;  it  is  identity  of 
magnitude,  not  of  quality.  In  geometry  it  is  approxi- 
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mately  verifiable  by  actual  comparison  of  percepts  in 
presentation,  by  superposition. 

Equality,  then,  is  a  percept  which  runs  through 
all  kinds  of  object-matter,  so  far  as  they  have  quan 
tity.  But  now  let  us  come  lower  down,  to  geometry 
alone,  where  the  quantity  is  particularised  as  spatial 
quantity.  Geometry  rests  on  a  definition  and  an 
axiom.  But  the  definition  is,  strictly  speaking,  no 
definition  but  a  description ;  nor  can  it  be  otherwise, 
seeing  that  the  thing  defined  is  an  ultimate  datum, 
being  one  member  of  a  pair  of  contraries,  curved 
lines  and  straight.1  The  definition  serves  merely  to 
denote  a  fact  of  perception,  by  describing  what  we 
find  there.  I  speak  of  the  definition  of  a  straight 
line, — the  shortest  road  from  one  point  to  another.  Or, 
if  we  propose  to  define  it  as  the  line  which  lies  evenly 
between  its  extremities,  this  presupposes  the  notion 
of  even  and  uneven,  that  is,  of  straight  and  bent, 
arid  is  again  no  definition,  but  a  description  as 
before. 

The  axiom  on  which  (together  with  this  defini 
tion)  geometry  rests  is — From  one  point  to  another, 
one  and  only  one  straight  line  can  be  drawn.  The 
axiom  supplements  the  definition.  And  it  makes  no 
difference  whether  we  call  it  an  axiom  or  a  postulate. 
In  either  case,  what.it  does  is  to  show  the  reality  of 
the  definition,  that  is,  the  possibility  of  constructing 
its  object  in  imagination.  The  definition  (or  descrip 
tion)  of  a  straight  line  would  be,  or  at  any  rate  might 
be  taken  as,  a  merely  nominal  definition,  without  the 
corresponding  axiom  or  postulate.  Coupling  them 
together  is  the  claim  made  by  geometry  to  be  a  real 
science.  For  in  geometry  to  prove  the  reality  of  a 
1  See  above,  Chapter  VI.  Vol.  I.  p.  401. 
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figure  is  always  to  prove  that  it  is  possible  to  con 
struct  it,  consistently,  in  imagination.  It  is  indif 
ferent  whether  we  regard  geometry  as  based  on  a  real 
definition,  or  on  a  nominal  definition  and  an  axiom. 
In  either  case  the  definition  is  a  description  of  the 
ultimate  perceptual  datum,  upon  which  the  rest  of 
the  science  is  built. 

But  again  let  us  come  lower  down ;  let  us  sup 
pose  a  particular  state  or  grouping  of  the  object- 
matter,  a  grouping  into  resistant  solids  in  motion. 
This  gives  us  what  is  commonly  known  as  the  mate 
rial  world ;  particles  and  masses  of  resistant  matter 
in  motion,  in  action  and  reaction,  considered  as 
abstracted  from  their  other  objective  qualities,  sound, 
light,  colour,  .odour,  taste.  "We  are  in  the  domain  of 
rational  mechanic. 

The  axioms  of  rational  mechanic  presuppose 
equality  in  mass,  in  force,  in  velocity ;  and  this  latter 
supposes  that  there  are  equal  spaces  and  equal  times. 
Newton's  three  laws  of  motion,  as  they  are  usually 
called,  are  called  by  him  Axiomata  sive  leges  motus, 
axioms  being  the  first  title  he  gives  them.  They  are 
easily  seen  to  be  cases  not  only  under  the  axiom  of 
uniformity  of  the  course  of  nature,  but  also  under 
that  of  sufficient  reason.  At  the  same  time  they 
presuppose  a  particular  grouping  or  constitution  of 
the  general  object-matter;  a  grouping  into  resistant 
solids  in  motion ;  the  particular  condition  or  condi 
tions  of  which  grouping  are  not  yet,  and  may  pos 
sibly  never  be,  discovered  by  us. 

But  this  want,  this  failure  on  our  part  to  assign 
the  particular  condition  or  conditions  of  the  grouping 
of  the  general  object-matter  into  resistant  solids  in 
motion,  or,  in  other  words,  of  the  formation  of 
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"  Matter,"  does  not  take  the  axioms  of  rational 
mechanic  out  of  the  general  law  of  uniformity  of  the 
course  of  nature.  It  is  a  defect  in  our  knowledge  of 
the  detail,  the  filling  up,  of  that  general  axiom. 

It  is  a  case  precisely  parallel  to  our  inability  to 
assign  the  particular  conditions  of  the  arising  of  con 
sciousness  in  one  kind  of  moving  matter,  in  nerve 
substance.  The  detail  of  the  process  is  unknown  to 
us;  there  is  a  gap  between  two  dissimilars,  nerve 
movement  and  consciousness,  which  has  not  yet  been 
filled  up;  they  face  each  other  "like  rocks  which 
have  been  rent  asunder."  Solid  matter  in  motion 
stands  as  yet  like  a  mountain  fastness  surrounded  by 
ravines,  yet  of  which  we  see  the  affinity  of  geological 
-formation  to  the  mountain  masses  which  rise  on  the 
other  side  of  the  clefts.  So  the  mode  of  formation  of 
solid  moving  matter  out  of  the  general  object-matter 
of  consciousness  is  as  yet  an  enigma;  so  also  is  the 
mode  of  generation  of  consciousness  from  solid  moving 
matter. 

The  axioms  of  pure  mathematic,  of  the  sciences 
of  calculation  and  configuration  of  space,  stand  on  a 
different  basis.  They  have  an  object-matter  which 
is  indifferent  to  this  particular  grouping  into  solids 
in  motion.  Space  must  be  divided  by  some  kind  of 
feeling,  distinguished  into  some  kind  of  figure;  but 
by  what  kind  of  feeling,  into  what  kind  of  figure,  is 
a  matter  of  indifference.  Still  more  indifferent,  if 
possible,  is  it  to  calculation,  what  kind  of  feeling 
breaks  up  continuous  time  into  numerical  units ; 
what  kind  of  feeling  is  the  content  of  the  continuous 
time  so  broken  up.  These  purely  mathematical 
sciences  stand  far  aloof  from,  and  independent  of, 
solid  moving  matter  and  its  science,  rational  me- 
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chanic.  But  rational  mechanic  cannot  stir  a  step, 
cannot  even  exist,  without  their  aid  and  that  of  their 
axioms. 

The  scientific  bases  of  rational  mechanic,  and  of 
the  physical  and  physiological  sciences  which  are  its 
dependants,  must  therefore  be  sought  in  pure  inathe- 
matic.  Pure  mathematic  however  is  a  subjective 
science,  in  the  sense  that  its  bases  in  turn  must  be 
sought  in  a  still  more  general,  subjective,  analysis  of 
consciousness.  You  can  have  pure  mathematic,  pure 
geometry  and  calculation,  without  supposing  the 
existence  of  solid  matter;  but  you  cannot  have  it 
without  supposing  the  existence  of  feeling,  time, 
space,  the  postulates  of  logic,  and  the  axiom  of 
uniformity. 

How  narrow  and  how  false,  then,  is  the  suppo 
sition  which  the  materialistic  philosopher  makes,  that 
the  distinction  between  solid  moving  matter  and 
consciousness  coincides  with  that  between  the  objec 
tive  and  subjective  aspects  of  phenomena.  The  solid 
moving  matter,  which  contains  all  the  causation 
which  we  know  of  in  the  universe,  is  only  a  portion, 
and  probably  a  very  small  portion,  of  the  objective 
aspect  of  phenomena.  Solid  moving  matter  has  a 
prius  in  existence  ;  it  has  a  genesis  as  well  as  a 
history;  the  objective  aspect  of  phenomena  has  a 
history  only.  The  scientist  is  compelled,  by  his 
way  of  distinguishing,  to  take  solid  moving  matter 
as  an  absolute,  as  something  which  has  and  can  have 
no  explanation ;  to  take  it  as  an  object  of  direct  per 
ception,  and  as  an  absolute  first  in  existence.  There 
by  he  falls  into  the  contradictions  set  forth  by  the 
Kantian  Antinomies.  Thereby  also, — and  here  is  the 
practical  evil,  here  is  the  anarchy  introduced  by  his 
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conception, — he  has  no  answer  to  give  to  the  counter 
absolutism  which  he  summons  into  activity,  the 
absolutism  which  insists  that  an  individual  Mind, 
and  not  Matter,  is  the  absolute  first  in  existence;  the 
spiritualistic  hypothesis,  as  his  the  materialistic. 

But  to  return  to  the  axioms.  All  such  axioms 
as  those  we  have  been  considering  are  the  first  thing, 
hold  the  first  place,  in  the  demonstrations  of  the 
sciences  to  which  they  belong.;  that  is,  in  the  sciences 
considered  as  demonstrated  from  principles.  Taken 
per  se,  they  are  a  priori  to  everything  else  in  those 
sciences.  But  they  do  not  appear  originally  per  se ; 
they  appear  only  as  bound  up  with  the  percepts,  the 
object-matter  of  the  sciences.  In  this  sense  it  is 
that  they  depend  upon,  and  are  derived  from  expe 
rience;  not  in  the  sense  that  they  are  demonstrated 
or  derived  from  u  the  particulars,"  or  the  facts  of  the 
sciences  which  are  demonstrated  by  their  aid.  This 
is  why  I  said  in  a  former  Chapter,1  that  Contraries 
were  the  same  thing  as  Axioms,  but  in  another  shape. 
The  same  features  in  the  formal  element  of  percepts 
give  rise  to  both.  Both  are  expressions  of  certain 
inseparable  features  of  percepts,  taken  in  their  per 
ceptual  character  ;  and  both  are  consequently  the 
foundation  of  constructive  science,  that  is,  not  merely 
of  abstract  concepts,  but  of  the  (Kantian)  construction 
of  concepts,  or  positive  science. 

We  reason,  then,  by  the  postulates,  but  without 
knowing,  at  the  first,  that  it  is  the  postulates  we 
reason  by.  We  virtually  apply  the  axiom  of  uni 
formity  and  other  axioms,  ultimate  to  their  own 
sciences,  but  not  eo  nomine.  Many  particular  axioms, 
called  afterwards  axiomata  media,  are  also  established 
1  Chapter  VI.  Vol.  I.  p.  398. 
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as  axioms,  before  we  establish  the  postulates  or  uni-  CH?VIII 

formity  as  axioms.     The  history  of  thought  is,  not  yr 

that  it  goes  from  particulars  to  generals,  but  that  it  jJJSJj 

o-oes  from  the  more  to  the  less  familiar  cases,  from  Axioms. 

o 

Aristotle's  yvugipa  ri^lv  to  his  nvchjug  yvagipu,  though 
moving  always  by  means  of  the  conceptual  order. 
The  order  of  science,  equally  moving  by  means  of 
the  conceptual  order,  is  the  reverse  of  the  order  of 
history;  the  order  of  demonstration  reverses  the 
order  of  discovery.  And  yet  axioms,  concepts,  and 
general  terms,  lie  at  the  root  and  form  the  basis  of 
both  alike.  The  first  thing  framed  in  order  of  history 
of  science,  i.e..  in  discovery,  is  an  hypothesis ;  that 
is  to  say.  an  imagined  relation  between  particular 
phenomena,  based  on  the  axioms  appropriate  to  the 
case. 

We  have  thus  come  round  pretty  nearly  to  our 
starting  point,  the  remark  with  which  we  began  the 
whole  discussion  of  axioms.  The  process  of  discovery 
is  tentative,  that  is,  it  begins  by  making  hypotheses, 
and  proceeds  by  establishing  them.  Both  processes 
are  syllogistic,  both  are  inductive.  But  everything 
in  them  is  originally  tentative,  except  the  postulates 
and  the  axioms  involved  in  the  processes.  But  even 
these,  we  must  remember,  have  still  to  make  good 
their  claim  to  unconditioned  certainty.  With  this 
reserve,  the  process  of  acquiring  knowledge  may  be 
described  as  a  series  of  guesses,  of  which  those  are 
retained  which  are  verified,  and  these  in  their  turn 
become  starting  points  for  new  guesses  or  hypo 
theses. 

We  have  accordingly  two  methods  in  the  acquisi 
tion  of  knowledge,  the  method  of  induction  and  that 
of  deduction.  The  guesses  and  verifications  which 
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lead  up  to  a  law  are  the  method  of  induction ;  those 
which  are  based  upon  a  law  are  the  method  of  de 
duction.  Both  methods  make  use  of  syllogism ;  they 
both  move  forwards  by  its  means,  and  therefore  also 
they  can  be,  if  needful,  tested  at  every  step  by  being 
thrown  into  a  syllogistic  form.  This  and  nothing 
else  constitutes  what  is  properly  called  the  use  of 
syllogisms,  that  is,  their  conscious  employment  as  a 
means.  It  consists  in  their  testing  the  logical  validity, 
the  validity  for  thought,  of  the  concrete  reasonings 
and  arguments  which  we  frame  in  following  either 
of  the  two  methods  of  acquiring  knowledge. 

But  what  more  particularly  enables  syllogisms  to 
be  consciously  employed  by  way  of  tests  ?  Why  are 
they  not  confined  to  their  unconscious  use,  as  in  in 
duction,1  where  they  simply  state  the  combination  of 
observations  ?  It  is  a  certain  generality  in  syllogism, 
whereby  it  is  not  confined  to  facts,  nor  yet  to  reasons, 
but  can  combine  the  two,  so  as  to  give  at  once  either 
the  inferred  or  the  observed  reason  for  an  inferred 
fact.  It  is  indifferent  as  to  whether  its  subject- 
matter  is  presentation,  or  representation,  or  both. 
It  can  thus  combine  in  its  formulas  the  character 
istics  of  induction  and  deduction.  For  a  syllogism 
is  nothing  but  the  simplest  way  of  expressing,  the 
simplest  formula  for,  a  single  reason  for  a  single  fact 
that  is  not  matter  of  immediate  perception.  A  is  D. 
Why  ?  Because  it  is  C,  and  C  is  D. 


Fire  is  hot,   .... 

Stars  are  fire,  .  .  . 

Therefore  stars  are  hot  . 


C  is  D   ....  immediate  perception. 
A  is  C  ....  immediate  perception. 
A  is  D  ....  inference    not  imme 
diately  perceived. 

In  their  formal  machinery,  syllogisms  are  the  re- 
1  See  above,  Chapter  Y.  Vol.  I.  p.  346. 
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preservatives  of  the  Postulates.     They  are  systems  of 

propositions  expressing  judgments,  and  are  knit  to- 

gether  by  the  postulates.     They  belong  to  Logic,  to 

the  mechanism  of  conception  itself.     And  yet  they       Axioms. 

are  not  consciously  used  in  the  method  of  acquiring, 

but  only  in  that  of  testing,  knowledge. 

Taking  the  view  that  it  is  the  Postulates  which 
enable  us  to  frame  hypotheses  at  all,  the  relation  of 
Logic  to  Method,  (of  which  hypothesis  is  the  soul), 
is  twofold.  First,  its  postulates,  by  enabling  hypo 
theses  to  be  framed,  are  the  conditions  of  method 
arising  ;  and  secondly,  its  syllogisms  are  tests  of  the 
correctness  of  its  results.  The  Methods  of  science 
are  built  upon  the  postulates  arid  the  axiom  of  uni 
formity  ;  their  whole  framework  falls  in  ruin,  if  the 
postulates  are  unsound,  and  we  are  living  in  a  dream. 
It  becomes  then  a  matter  of  extreme  interest  to  de 
termine  what  is  the  nature,  and  what  the  extent,  of 
the  validity  which  belongs  to  them. 


CHAPTER  IX. 


THE  POSTULATES  AND  THE  AXIOM  OF  UNIFORMITY. 


.      §  1.  THE  problem  which  I  am  now  to  attack  is  that 
~—        which  was  postponed,  it  will  be  remembered,  not  in 
Position  of  the  the  last  Chapter   only,1  but  in  a  previous  passage2 

question.  •M  \          i  •    »          *  -i 

where  it  was  represented  as  one  or  the  chief  problems 
of  philosophy,  and  as  soluble  only  by  the  aid  of  the 
analysis  of  elements  in  conjunction  with  the  distinc 
tion  of  the  inseparable  aspects,  objective  and  sub 
jective.  It  may  be  stated  as  follows :  To  prove  the 
universal  and  necessary  validity,  for  all  existence, 
and  incapable  of  any  exception,  of  the  so-called 
axiom,  that  the  course  of  nature  is  uniform.  This 
axiom  was  shown  in  the  foregoing  Chapter  to  be  the 
dynamic  form  of  the  simpler  statical  axiom  of  the 
uniformity  of  nature.  And  I  choose  this  form  to 
demonstrate,  partly  because  it  is  the  current  form 
of  the  axiom,  but  chiefly  because,  demonstrating  this, 
I  shall  have  a  fortiori  demonstrated  the  other,  which 
would  not  be  true  vice  versa.  The  truth  of  the 
dynamic  formula  implies  that  of  the  static. 

In  mentioning  the  problem  above  at  the  place 

1  See  pp.  106  and  108. 

*  Above,  Chapter  IV.  Vol.  I.  p.  221. 


THE  POSTULATES  AND  THE  AXIOM  OF  UNIFORMITY.  123 

cited,  I  said,  that  to  prove  it  satisfactorily,  to  give  a  ^jjfp 
real  and  not  only  an  apparent  and  plausible  proof,  ^77 
it  was  necessary  to  take  the  question  in  the  whole 
length  and  breadth  of  its  difficulty,  by  stating  it  in 
a  way  equivalent  to  Kant's  way,  which  was  by  means 
of  his  distinction  between  synthetic  and  analytic 
judgments. 

For  remark,  that  the  thorough  and  satisfactory 
discussion  of  this,  like  so  many  other  questions  of 
philosophy,  dates  back  from  Kant,  and  can  only  be 
profitably  continued  by  reference  to  his  way  of  taking 
it,  and  the  distinctions  by  which  he  introduced .  it ; 
even  though  we  do  not  adopt  those  distinctions  in 
our  own  discussion.  The  sufficiency  of  our  distinc 
tions  can  best  be  made  evident  by  a  reference  to  his. 

The  axiom  of  the  uniformity  of  the  course  of 
nature,  (which  for  brevity's  sake  I  will  speak  of 
simply  as  the  axiom),  is  with  Kant  an  a  priori  syn 
thetical  judgment.  The  postulates  of  logic,  (which 
I  will  call  simply  the  postulates),  are  with  him  the 
source  of  analytical  judgments  only.  Now  all  ana 
lytical  judgments  are  with  him  merely  logical  and 
formal,  not  transcendental  and  material.  They  are 
not  constitutive  of  objective  cognition,  but  a  negative 
or  sine  qua  non  condition  of  those  constitutive  laws. 
Objective  cognition,  or  knowable  existence,  is  con 
stituted  by  synthetic  a  priori  judgments.  We  can, 
then,  thoroughly  discuss  the  problem  of  the  inviol 
able  necessity  of  the  axiom  only  by  raising  ourselves 
at  least  to  the  height  of  Kant's  position,  in  his 
question,  "How  are  synthetic  a  priori  judgments 
possible?"  If  we  would  make  the  axiom  depend 
on  the  postulates,  (which  is  the  course  T  am  going 
to  take),  we  must  at  least  show  that  the  postulates 
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Bc°HKixL     are  equivalent  to  his  synthetic  a  priori  judgments,  in 
~^~         constituting  cognition.     Or,  if  we  would  prove  the 
P°que°stion the  necessity  of  the  axiom  independently  of  the  postu 
lates,  we  must  show  that  there  are  objective  axioms, 
at  least  as  valid  as  Kant's  synthetic  a  priori  judg 
ments,  and  that  the  axiom  is  one  of  them. 

I  have  just  said,  that  the  axiom  was  with  Kant  a 
synthetic  a  priori  judgment.  But  this  needs  an  ex 
planatory  comment.  It  was  Kant's  own  theory  that 
raised  it  to  this  rank.  The  Principles  (Grundsatze) 
of  synthetic  judgments,  together  with  their  ultimate 
Principle,  viz. :  "  Every  object  stands  under  the  neces 
sary  conditions  of  the  synthetic  unity  of  the  manifold 
of  intuition  in  a  possible  experience,"1  are  the  Kantian 
analysis  of,  or  rather  what  Kant  substitutes  for,  the 
axiom.  And  in  that  character  they  depend  upon  the 
Categories,  and  because  of  that  dependence  are  syn 
thetic  a  priori  judgments.  But  the  axiom  taken 
alone,  in  its  pre-critical  state,  is  no  such  thing.  In 
an  earlier  work  of  Kant's,  earlier  than  the  Critic  of 
Pure  Reason,  but  one  which  contains  most  of  the 
leading  ideas  of  the  Critic,2  we  find  the  axiom  ex 
pressed  in  the  words,  u  onmia  in  universo  fieri  secun- 
dum  ordinem  naturae,"  and  counted  as  the  first  of  his 
three  Principia  Conveniently  subjective  quasi-axioms, 
the  two  others  being  (2)  principia  non  esse  multipli- 
canda  prceter  summam.  necessitatem,  and  (3 )  nihil  oni- 
nino  Materice  oriri  aut  interire.  It  has  here  by  no 
means  the  authority  of  an  inviolable  law  of  existence, 

1  Kritik  der  R.V.  System  der  Grundsatze  &c.  2ter  Abschnitt. 
p.  160  et  seqq.     Hartenstein,  1853. 

2  De  Mundi  sensibilis  atque  intelligibilis  forma  et  principiis, 
§  30.     Werke,  ed.  Ros.  u.  Sch.  Vol.  I.  p.  340.     The  date  of  this 
Dissertation  is  1770. 
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but  solely  of  a  practical  precept  founded  on  a  large  ^JJ^x 
experience.  For  Kant  goes  on  to  say,  ulta  autern  ~ 
statuimus  [we  adopt  the  axiom]  non  propterea,  quod 
eventuuni  mundanorum  secundum  leges  natura3  com 
munes  tarn  amplam  possideamus  cognitionem,  aut 
supernaturalium  nobis  pateret  vel  impossibilitas,  vel 
minima  possibilitas  hypothetica,  sed  quia,  si  ab  ordine 
naturae  discesseris,  intellectui  nullus  plane  usus  esset, 
et  temeraria  citatio  supernaturalium  est  pulvinar  in- 
tellectus  pigri." 

Well,  but  Kant,  it  will  be  said,  raised  it  to  the 
rank  of  a  synthetic  a  priori  judgment. — Yes,  he  did 
so ;  but  observe,  in  restricting  its  application  to  ob 
jects  of  possible  experience,  and  leaving  Things-in- 
themselves  beyond  its  range.  This  distinction  is  all- 
important.  The  transcendental  Categories  which, 
according  to  Kant,  are  the  source  of  synthetic  a  priori 
judgments,  constitutive  of  knowable  objects,  are  at 
the  same  time  the  source  of  belief  in  Noumena  which 
are  unknowable  objects.  While  everything  in  the 
knowable  objects  is  subject  to  the  law  of  inviolable 
uniformity,  everything  in  the  unknowable  objects  is 
manumitted  from  that  subjection;  and  the  Thing-in- 
itself  becomes  thus  the  possible  source  of  "  causality 
through  freedom"  of  which  principle  Kant  made  fre 
quent  and  significant  use;  for  binding  objects  fast  in 
fate,  Kant  left  free  the  Ding-an-sich.  The  axiom, 
which  before  was  unlimited  in  range  but  not  in 
violable  in  operation,  became  now  inviolable  in  opera 
tion  but  within  a  limited  range.  And  the  problem  is, 
to  show  how,  without  restricting  its  range,  without 
creating  Things-in-themselves,  an  inviolability  equal 
to  the  Kantian  can  be  secured  to  it. 

We  have  here  another  instance  of  the  Kantian 
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BCH.KIXL     system  breaking  down  over  the  Ding-an-sick,  in  ad- 

^Y~         dition  to  other  cases,    which  have  been    remarked-, 

P°Sue7tion the  This  was  the  stumbling-block  which  caused  the  search 

after  new  solutions,  Jacobi's,  Fichte's,  Hegel's,  Mai- 

mon's,  Schelling's,  Schopenhauer's,  some  going  back, 

others  forward,  but  all  onwards  from  the  distinction 

between  Phenomena  and  Nournena  as  Kant  left  it. 

Quite  recently  we  have  had  the  problem  of  the 
inviolable  validity  of  the  axiom  discussed  in  this 
country,  and  in  a  way  to  bring  out  another  side  of 
the  question.  Mr.  Lewes'  Problems  of  Life  and  Mind 
has  been  the  occasion.  The  discussion  is  begun  by 
Professor  Bain  in  the  First  No.  of  Mind.1  He  there 
recurs  to  his  own  position  in  his  Logic  of  Deduction, 
u  maintaining  that  we  could  give  no  reason  for  the 
future  resembling  the  past,  but  must  simply  risk  it;" 
in  short  taking  up  the  same  position  as  Kant  in  the 
passage  just  quoted  from  the  De  Mundi  sensibilis  fyc. 
And  he  refuses  to  call  the  uniformity  of  nature  "an 
identical  truth,"  as  Mr.  Lewes  calls  it;  but  calls  it 
tc  a  postulate  or  assumption." 

The  way  in  which  Professor  Bain  opens  the  dis 
cussion  is  this,  he  quotes  Mr.  Lewes  as  maintaining 
the  true  expression  of  nature's  uniformity  to  be  :  "  the 
assertion  of  identity  under  identical  conditions ;  what 
ever  is,  is  and  will  be,  so  long  as  the  conditions  are 
unchanged;  and  this  is  not  an  assumption,  but  an 
identical  proposition."  This  is  a  quotation  from  Mr. 
Lewes.  Then  Professor  Bain  says :  "  But  now  as  to 
the  conditions,  in  what  light  does  Mr.  Lewes  view 
Time  and  Place  f  Are  these  among  the  conditions, 
or  are  they  not?  If  these  are  conditions,  I  fully 
grant  the  identity ;  because  the  assertion  then  is  that 
1  Mind,  No.  I.  Jan.  1876,  p.  146. 
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what  is  happening  here  and  now,  is  happening;  and 
nothing  else  is  happening.     But  is  he  prepared  to  set        ~^~ 
aside  time  and  place  as  not  being  conditions,  as  not    Portion  of  the 

question. 

needing  to  be  taken  account  of  at  all  ?  *  *  *  It  seems 
to  me  that  to  pass  the  bounds  of  time  and  place  is  a 
hazard;  and  this  is  the  real  point  at  issue." 

Mr.  Lewes  replies  to  this  point  in  the  next  No.  of 
Mind.1  u  I  answer  :  Time  and  Space  are  abstractions; 
drawn,  indeed,  from  concrete  experiences,  but  not 
operative  as  abstractions  among  physical  agencies." 
They  are  not  operative,  that  is,  not  among  the  condi 
tions  existendi.  Therefore,  differences  in  them,  i.e., 
differences  in  point  of  time  and  in  point  of  space,  or 
place,  need  not  be  taken  into  account  at  all,  in  stat 
ing  the  law  of  uniformity,  which  thus  acquires  all  the 
validity  of  the  logical  law  of  identity,  notwithstanding 
that  it  relates  to  things  existing  in  different  times 
and  places.  And  the  reason  given  for  time  and  space 
being  inoperative  as  conditions  is,  that  they  are  ab 
stractions.  Mr.  Lewes  adds,  that  "the  objection,  that 
I  do  not  take  into  account  the  possibility  that  Time 
may  be  a  condition  in  causation,  has  been  urged  by 
Professor  Clifford,  Mr.  Pollock,  and  Professor  Bain  ; 
and  urged  by  such  writers  it  ought  not  to  be  left 
unanswered."  Mr.  Lewes'  answer,  then,  is,  that  he 
distinctly  contemplates  and  rejects  the  possibility  that 
Time  is  a  condition  in  causation,  on  the  ground  that 
both  time  and  space  are  abstractions  ;  an  answer 
which  (if  I  rightly  apprehend  it)  misses  the  point  of 
the  objection,  by  understanding  it  to  ascribe  efficient, 
physical,  causality  to  time  and  space.  Whereas  it 
plainly  means,  that  the  different  times  and  places, 
spoken  of  as  possible  conditions,  may  contain  some- 
1  Mind,  No.  II.  April  1876,  p.  283. 
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1*  thirty  new  which  has  physical  causality  ;  that  differ- 
~  ent  times  and  places  may  contain  causes  as  yet  un- 
P°siue°stion  the  known-  This  objection  is  not  answered  by  denying 
that  time  and  space  are  physical  conditions. 

The  discussion  is  taken  up  in  the  following  No. 
of  Mind  by  Mr.  Pollock  and  Mr.  Roden  Noel.1  Mr. 
Pollock  argues  against  Mr.  Lewes'  position  that  time 
and  space  cannot  be  among  the  conditions.  He  says  : 
"  Is  it  inconceivable,  for  example,  that  there  should 
be  a  secular  variation  —  in  other  words,  a  variation 
depending  on  time  alone  as  a  condition  —  in  the  law 
of  gravity?  *  *  *  We  can  only  know  that  there 
is  no  sensible  variation  within  the  range  of  human 
experience  as  at  present  ascertained."  u  So  again  of 
space:  is  it  impossible  to  conceive  a  minute  variation 
in  the  law  of  gravity  depending  on  pure  space-rela 
tions  or  on  the  constitution  of  space?"  And  he  con 
cludes,  "  But  I  fear  we  are  not  likely  to  arrive  at  any 
present  settlement." 

Mr.  Roden  Noel  takes  the  question  up  in  a  tho 
roughly  philosophical  manner.2  Time  and  Space,  he 
says,  "  are  clearly  not  in  themselves  conditions  that 
can  be  taken  into  account."  Why  not?  Because, 
as  to  time,  "the  conditions  to  which  an  ascertained 
law  of  nature  applies,  are  already  successive"  Simi 
larly  as  to  space.  "  The  co-existence  of  phenomena 
—at  all  events  in  the  external  order  —  implies  Space." 
To  count  time  and  space  in  themselves  as  conditions 
would  be  (if  I  rightly  apprehend  the  meaning)  to 
count  them  twice  over.  They  are  already  conditions 
of  all  events  and  of  all  objects;  therefore  Professor 
Bain's  requirement  is  already  satisfied,  and  conse- 

1  Mind,  No.  III.  July  1876,  pp.  425  to  42  J. 
"  Same  place,  p.  426. 
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quently  he  must  admit  the  validity  of  the  axiom  as      ^^ix1' 
well  for  the  future  as  for  the  present.     "  It  is  under        T~T 
condition  of  difference  in  time  and  space  that  a  law  Position.of  the 

question. 

of  nature  is  ascertained  to  be  true — therefore,  evi 
dently,  the  difference  in  time  and  space  cannot  suffice 
to  make  the  same  law  untrue.  Professor  Bain  says 
there  is  no  contradiction  in  supposing  that  a  million 
years  hence  the  boiling  point  of  water  at  the  ordi 
nary  pressure  may  be  raised  to  250°.  But  what  are 
a  million  years  apart  from  the  uniform  succession  of 
more  or  less  similar  phenomena,  which  we  mean  by  a 
year  multiplied  a  million  times?  Nothing  whatso 
ever.  Therefore,  of  course,  a  million  years,  the  other 
conditions  remaining  unchanged,  can  make  no  differ 
ence  in  any  ascertained  law  or  phenomenon."  This 
is  a  powerful  and  philosophical  support  to  Mr.  Lewes' 
position.  It  gives  a  meaning  to  his  view  of  time  and 
space  being  abstractions,  namely,  that  they  would 
be  so  if  counted  twice  over,  or  as  additional  condi 
tions. 

Mr.  Noel  proceeds  to  argue  for  "  rather  more 
than  Mr.  Lewes  allows  for"  being  implied  in  the 
axiom  of  uniformity.  I  am  not  sure  that  I  perfectly 
apprehend  his  meaning,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  what 
he  desiderates  is  the  statement  of  the  axiom  as  a  law 
of  existence,  and  not  merely  as  a  law  of  logic,  a  law 
of  what  he  calls  "  the  essential  order  of  things,"  an 
identification  of  the  ratio  sufficiens  existendi  with  that 
logical  law  of  identity  which  Mr.  Lewes  speaks  of. 
He  is  afraid  that  Mr.  Lewes'  doctrine  of  the  unifor 
mity  of  nature  being  an  identical  proposition  will 
turn  out  to  be  only  what  Kant  calls  an  analytical  not 
a  synthetical  a  priori  truth,  or,  if  synthetical  and  a 
priori^  yet  that  it  may  be  found  not  to  extend  to  the 

VOL.  II.  K 
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B°OKtUL     root  of  things,  so  as  to  include  things-in-themselves. 

Cll.  I.X..  O    ' 

—        In  short  Mr.  Koden  Noel  seems  to  me  to  have  the 
Position  of  the  verv  problem  before  him,  of  which  I  am  about  to 
attempt  the  solution. 

I  have  given  the  account  of  this  discussion1  at 
some  length,  because  it  opens  to  us  an  important 
side  of  the  whole  question.  The  discussion  turns 
upon  whether  mere  differences  in  time  and  space  are 
to  be  counted  among  the  conditions  existendi  of  past 
or  of  future  objects  or  events  ;  whether  the  lapse  of 
time  or  the  change  of  position  in  space,  sundered 
from  any  other  condition  or  conditions  which  might 
occupy  or  accompany  them,  are  to  be  held  sufficient 
possible  conditions  of  a  change  taking  place  in  the 
attributes  of  the  phenomenon  which  is  the  subject  of 
the  lapse  or  the  change. 

If  such  abstract  Time  and  Space,  as  Mr.  Lewes 
calls  it,  such  Time  and  Space  by  themselves,  as  Mr. 
Noel  calls  it,  are,  alone,  conditions  of  possible  change 
in  phenomena, — then  creation  or  origination  ex  ni- 
hilo  is  possible.  For  this  is  just  what  origination  ex 
nihilo  means,  namely,  an  absolutely  new  thing  arising 
in  time  or  in  space.  Then,  too,  Professor  Bain  is 
quite  right  in  requiring  the  express  limitation  of  the 
postulate  of  identity  to  cases  where  these  conditions 
are  assumed  to  be  excluded ;  an  assumption,  I  will 
add,  which  will  be  requisite  everywhere  and  always, 
not  only  where  an  unknown  past  or  an  unknown 
future  is  in  question,  but  also  in  the  case  of  every 
empirically  known  present,  even  in  the  case  of  the 
axiom  which  Professor  Bain  admits  as  involving  no 
assumption,  "whatever  is — is.11  Then,  too,  Chance 

1  So  far,  that  is,  as  it  had  gone,  in  Mind,  when  this  Chapter 
assumed  its  present  articulation. 
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is  King;  and  u  causation  through  freedom"  is  no  longer 

a  contradiction  in  terms.     But  if,  on  the  contrary,         ^T 

creation,  chance,  freedom  apart  from  law,  are  strictly  Posi^81jioj  tbe 

speaking  inconceivable  and  unimaginable  notions,  be 

cause  consisting  of  self-contradictions,  —  then  the  doc 

trine  from  which  these  notions  necessarily  follow  is 

reduced,   by  deducing  that   consequence,  to  an  ab 

surdity. 

But  I  am  not  now  going  to  take  the  apagogic 
line  of  proof.  I  merely  point  to  the  necessary  logi 
cal  consequences  of  holding  that  mere  lapse  of  time, 
mere  change  of  place,  sundered  from  their  content,  is, 
or  may  be  for  aught  we  know,  a  sufficient  conditio 
existendi  of  change  in  phenomena.  Such  a  sundering 
of  the  formal  element  from  the  material  is  an  impos 
sible  fiction;  and  its  consequences  the  consequences 
of  a  fiction.  Creation,  chance,  freedom  apart  from 
law,  are  changes  imagined  to  be  so  produced  ;  and 
consequently  are  fictions  and  impossibilities.  The 
question  is  —  Whether  the  Axiom,  or  whether  the 
Postulates,  override  and  preclude  this  possibility,  or 
are  themselves  overridden  by  it,  and  kept  to  a  limited 
range  within  it.  Are  there  limits  to  the  Axiom  and 
the  Postulates,  or  are  there  not?  Is  there,  or  is  there 
not,  existence  beyond  their  range? 

The  two  sides  of  the  problem  now  brought  out, 
namely,  Kant's  distinction  of  analytic  and  synthetic 
a  priori  judgments,  and  the  question  whether  abstract 
and  separate  time  and  space  are  conditions  existendi, 
afford,  when  taken  together,  a  sufficient  statement  of 
the  difficulties  attending  its  solution.  If  we  satisfy 
both  kinds  of  difficulties,  if  we  look  at  the  problem 
on  both  these  sides,  in  solving  it,  our  solution  will  riot 
have  omitted  any  of  the  real  points  which  ought  to 
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BCHKIXL  ke  taken  into  consideration.  For,  by  considering  it 
jj~  from  the  Kantian  side,  we  shall  consider  whether 
P°8iueTtionthe  anything  is  left  out  by  the  postulates  and  the  axiom, 
as  being,  in  point  of  kind,  beyond  their  range ;  and 
by  considering  it  from  the  scientist  side, — as  to  whe 
ther  time  and  space  abstractedly  and  separately  are 
conditions  existendi, — we  shall  consider  whether  any 
thing  is  left  out  by  them  as  being  too  minute  for 
them  to  grasp.  We  shall,  in  short,  consider,  first, 
the  extent  of  their  sweep ;  secondly,  the  exhaustiveness 
of  their  grasp  within  that  sweep. 

Accordingly,  the  proof  which  I  am  about  to  offer 
falls  into  two  main  divisions.  Under  the  first  of  these 
comes  the  proof  that  the  Postulates  of  Logic  govern 
the  whole  of  existence  as  knowable,  that  they  have  a 
validity  equal  to  Kant's  synthetic  a  priori  judgments, 
and  at  the  same  time  a  greater  extent,  inasmuch  as 
they  extend  over  that  which  he  excluded  under  the 
name  of  Noumena.  Under  the  second  division  I 
shall  show  two  things,  1  st,  by  analysis  of  the  mean 
ing  of  the  Postulates  I  shall  show,  that  their  grasp 
over  whatever  falls  within  their  range  is  of  an  ex 
haustive  minuteness,  and  that  at  the  same  time  they 
introduce  no  new  element  into  the  perceptual  phe 
nomena,  except  the  change  into  conceptual  form  ; 
and  2nd,  that  the  Postulates  carry  with  them  and  in 
volve  the  Axiom  of  Uniformity,  so  as  to  compel  us 
to  regard  it  as  of  equal  validity  with  themselves. 

So  that  the  proof  will  practically  consist  of  three 
branches,  whereby  the  axiom  of  uniformity  of  nature 
will  be  shown  to  be  inviolable  and  universal,  because 
it  is  involved  in  the  postulates  which  are  so.  At  the 
same  time  it  will  be  made  apparent,  that  the  truth 
so  obtained  is  solely  of  a  philosophical,  not  of  a  scien- 
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tific  character,  except  so  far  as  this,  that  it  affords  a  ^^x1' 
secure  basis  for  science ;  that  it  in  no  wise  enables  us  TY~ 
to  predict  either  the  occurrence,  or  the  impossibility  Po3ue°a00uf  the 
of  occurrence,  of  any  particular  conceivable  thing; 
but  that  in  this  respect,  in  respect  of  the  possibility  of 
totally  unforeseen  changes,  which  practically  and  in 
science  is  the  all-important  matter,  we  remain  just  in 
the  position  which  Professor  Bain  expresses  by  say 
ing  "  we  must  simply  risk  it."  In  fact,  if  the  Postu 
lates  or  Axiom,  besides  telling  us  that  nature  was 
inviolably  uniform,  could  tell  us  what  phenomena 
were  included,  and  what  excluded,  from  its  actual 
course,  they  would  be  a  source  of  new  information  ; 
would  introduce  new  cognitions  of  their  own  into 
the  perceptual  phenomena;  in  short,  would  do  the 
very  thing  on  the  not  doing  of  which  their  exhaustive 
validity  depends. 


§  2.  I.  The  proof  that   the  postulates  of  logic         §2 

.  ,  Universal  va- 

govern  the  whole  of  existence  need  not  occupy  us    iidityofthe 

T  •  •  IT  11  Axiom. 

at  great  length.  it  consists  in  recalling  what  has 
already  been  proved  in  previous  Chapters.  It  is 
identical  with  the  proof  that  the  metaphysical 
method,  the  method  of  reflection,  is  necessary  and 
paramount.  In  Chapter  II.  it  was  shown,  that  all 
consciousness  is  included  under  reflective  conscious 
ness  ;  that  the  notion  of  u  existence"  is  given  only  in 
reflection ;  and  that  reflection  is  a  process  which  pre 
supposes  conception,  that  is,  (by  Chapters  V.  and  VI J, 
presupposes  the  continual  use  of  the  postulates.  In 
Chapter  III.  it  was  farther  shown,  that  Things-in- 
themselves  were  a  pure  mistake  and  nonentity,  and 
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BCH.KIX!'     a^so  that  whatever  was  supposed  to  belong  to  them 

y^T        is  really  included  in  phenomenal  existence,  the  object 

dily'ofthe"   °f  reflection.     The  result  of  this  reasoning  is,  that, 

Axiom.       without   the  postulates,   existence  would  be  a  term 

without  meaning.     Not   only  is  there   no   existence 

beyond  the  range  of  the  postulates,  but  the  range  of 

the  postulates  contributes  to  determine  the  range  of 

existence,  by  contributing  to  determine  the  meaning 

of  the  term.     This,  then,  is  my  proof  of  the  first 

point. 

II.  The  proofs  under  the  second  division  are  new, 
and  must  be  given  in  detail.  And  here  I  must  make 
the  preliminary  remark,  that  I  shall  select  the  postu 
late  of  identity  to  bear  the  burden  of  the  proof.  It 
was  shown  in  Chapter  VI.,1  that  the  three  postulates 
are  aspects  of  each  other,  expressing  together  one  and 
the  same  fact,  arid  serving  to  enforce  and  explain 
each  other.  Now  I  have  to  show  the  identity  of  the 
postulates  with  the  axiom  of  uniformity;  and  the 
axiom  is  a  positive  statement  of  general  fact.  Accord 
ingly  the  positive  postulate,  that  of  identity,  not 
those  of  contradiction  or  of  excluded  middle,  is  the 
only  one  suitable  for  comparison  with  it,  so  as  to  be 
regarded  as  involving  it. 

I  come,  then,  to  the  proof  of  the  second  point, 
and  I  shall  begin  from  Professor  Bain's  point  of  view, 
by  showing  why  it  is  that,  although  he  expressly 
admits  the  postulate  as  to  time  present,2  the  axiom 
appears  not  to  be  involved  in  it.  This  is  the  case 
because  (as  is  evident  from  Professor  Bain's  language 
in  the  passage  already  cited,  "  Observation  can  prove 
that  what  has  been,  has  been ;  but  it  cannot  prove 

1  Vol.  I.  pp.  377.  381. 

*  In  passage  quoted  above,  p.  126-7. 
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that  what  has  been  wilt  be")  he  supposes  us  to  be     BgJK,£L 
placed  at  a  point  of  view  looking  forward  into  the         ^ 
future,  looking  longitudinally  not  transversely,  to  go    Yidhy'ofth 
back  to  a  distinction  formerly  drawn  j1  and  from  the 
shortness  of  our  mental  vision  unable  to  predict  what 
will  take  place.    And  this  point  of  view  may  be  taken 
up  equally  with  regard  to  objective  events  (so  called) 
as  with  regard  to  subjective  perceptions.    We  appear 
equally  unable  to  predict  what  we  shall  perceive  as 
to  predict  what  will  happen.      The  two  things  are 
alike  in  this.     We  are  then  looking  at  things  (or  at 
consciousness)  as  &flux;  and  there  seems  no  reason 
for  saying  that  this  flux  must  be  uniform. 

But  this  position  of  looking  forward  into  the  future 
is  one  which  we  way,  not  one  which  we  must,  adopt. 
The  postulates  of  logic  introduce  the  other  point  of 
view,  the  statical,  looking  transversely,  as  it  were,  at 
the  flux  of  events  and  percepts.  This  is  a  position 
which  we  must  adopt  in  reasoning,  since  we  cannot 
reason  without  the  postulates.  We  can  adopt  the 
other  afterwards  in  addition,  if  we  like,  but  we  can 
not  do  so  without  having  first  adopted  this  one. 
Perception  gives  us  what  we  afterwards  call  a  /Lux 
of  objects;  the  characteristic  element  in  reasoning, 
which  is  expressed  by  the  postulates,  consists  in 
arresting  one  portion  of  that  flux,  making  it  statical, 
treating  it  as  a  past,  and  then  going  (not  forwards 
from  it)  but  backwards  over  it  again.  The  question 
is  no  longer,  what  will  be,  but  what  has  been.  And 
this  holds  good,  whatever  the  duration  of  the  arrested 
portion  may  be.  A  sudden  flash,  a  half-second,  an 
hour,  a  day,  a  year,  a  million  years,  the  whole 
course  of  time  ; — everything  is  ichat  it  is. 
1  In  Chapter  V.  Vol.  1.  p.  370. 
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°HKIXL  The  next  question, — But  what  is  it  ?— is  a  ques- 

tion  no  more  of  divination  of  a  future,  but  of  analysis 
°f  a  Past>  °f  a  notion  which  we  already  have,  to  some 
Aiiom-  extent,  in  the  mind.  We  have  to  break  up  a  static 
whole  into  its  parts,  instead  of  putting  together 
dynamic  parts  into  a  static  whole.  As,  for  instance, 
the  year  1870  is  the  year  1870.  But  what  is  the 
year  1870? 

I  must  now  recall  a  distinction  drawn  at  the 
beginning  of  Chapter  VI.,1  between  the  thread  of 
time  and  the  various  percepts  or  concepts  in  a  train 
of  consciousness  through  which  it  runs.  This  time- 
thread  is  always  going  on,  whatever  may  be  the 
content,  the  states  of  consciousness,  strung  upon  it, 
whether  percepts  or  concepts.  Now  I  say  that, 
while  the  time-thread  is  always  going  on,  the  con 
ceptual  content  begins  by  an  arrest  of  the  perceptual 
content;  the  moment  expressed  by  the  postulates  is 
an  arrest  of  the  perceptual  content;  so  that,  in  the 
proposition  A  is  A,  the  second  A  is  the  first  over 
again,  and  not  a  new  percept;  and  that  this  is  the 
meaning  of  the  proposition,  when  taken  as  a  postu 
late.  The  postulate  of  identity  does  not  state  that 
one  A  is  equal  to,  exactly  like,  or  identical  with, 
another  A,  but  it  fixes  the  first  A,  whatever  its  con 
tent  may  be.  What  we  called  the  flux  of  the  con 
ceptual  content  is  really,  in  this  its  first  moment, 
the  arrest  of  the  perceptual  flux;  and  it  appears  to 
be  itself  a  flux  solely  because  it  contains  the  neces 
sary  flux  of  the  time-thread.  I  proceed  to  dwell 
more  at  length  upon  this  analysis. 

Let  us  go  back  to  the  question— But  what  is  it? — 
asked  above.     This  analytical  question  is  proposed 
1  Vol.  I.  p.  375. 
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to  us  by  the  very  fact,  that  in  a  judgment  we  have      ^Kix.r 
a  movement,  an  explication  into  three  moments  of        "^T 
what  in  perception  is  but  one  moment.    In  A  is  A,    ^SaS^S 
there  is  but  one  A  in  question.     The  form  of  judg-       Axiom, 
ment,  necessarily  taking  place  in  the  flux  of  the  time- 
thread  just  spoken  of,  makes  it  appear  as  two,  subject 
and  predicate,   connected  by  a  third    moment,  the 
copula.     In  A  is  A,  we  get  down  to  a  single  charac 
teristic,  and  assert  that  this  is  this,  even  though  it 
should  never  recur  again.     Its  only  necessary  recur 
rence  is  as  the  predicate  of  the  proposition,  and  there 
it  is  a  representation  of  itself  in  its  occurrence  as  sub 
ject  of  the  proposition.     There  is  but  one  A.    Tap 
the  table, — the  tap  is  A.     That  tap  is  that  tap.     In 
the  predicate,  that  tap  is  a  representation,  a  represen 
tation  of  that  tap  in  the  subject. 

This  being  so,  the  postulate  of  identity  does  not 
assert,  that  the  representation  is  an  exact  likeness  of 
the  original;  still  less  does  it  assert  that  exactly 
similar  taps  will  occur  again  in  presentation.  Similar 
taps,  whether  in  presentation  or  in  representation, 
would  be  only  partially  identical,  in  quality  or  kind 
indiscernible  from  the  original  tap.  But  what  the 
postulate  asserts  is,  that  the  original  tap  is  itself  arid 
nothing  else;  that  by  A  in  reasoning  we  mean  A  and 
nothing  else.  The  predicate  is  a  representation  of 
the  subject,  owing  to  the  flux  of  the  time-thread; 
the  predication  asserts  that  it  means  the  subject  (and 
nothing  else),  owing  to  the  arrest  of  the  perceptual 
flux  by  attention.  And  in  this  use  and  meaning,  the 
postulate  of  identity,  by  its  extreme  generality  of 
form,  A  expressing  any  single  characteristic,  enables 
us  to  discriminate  in  what  respects  each  similar  suc 
ceeding  tap,  when  it  occurs,  departs  from  perfect 
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?HKIX!'  identity  with  the  first;  but  it  neither  dispenses  with 
~^  actual  observation,  nor  performs  it  in  place  of  per- 
S^ofVhe"  ception.  No  new  element  is  introduced  by  it  into 
Axiom.  j-kg  percep^  but  solely  a  change  of  form. 

The  point  now  insisted  on  is  the  real  key  of  the 
whole  solution.  The  moment  of  attention  is  a  moment 
of  arrest.  The  postulate  of  identity  expresses  that 
moment.  The  predicate  in  the  postulate  is  one  with 
the  subject,  because  the  postulate  (though  a  proposi 
tion)  expresses  the  single  moment  of  attention.  We 
are  however  forced  to  throw  out  this  single  moment 
into  a  proposition,  because  time,  the  time-thread  as  I 
have  called  it,  is  essential  to  all  consciousness,  to 
reasoning  as  well  as  to  perceiving.  We  can  state  a 
fact  only  in  the  form  of  a  proposition,  one  moment  in 
the  form  of  two.  But  this  does  not  make  that  one 
moment  two;  it  is  one  moment  in  perception,  and 
two  when  stated  in  a  proposition.  Those  who  think 
that  A  is  A,  the  postulate  of  identity,  means  that  one 
A  is  exactly  like  the  next  A,  whether  presented  or 
represented,  must,  I  think,  have  overlooked  the  fact 
of  attention  involved  in  predication;  they  must  ima 
gine  that  objects,  A,  B,  C,  &c.,  are  given  to  us  ready 
known  ;  and  that  we  have  nothing  to  do  but  to  com 
pare  them  with  one  another.  For  if  attention  is 
involved  in  all  predication,  what  other  function  can 
it  have  but  that  of  arresting  a  striking  feature  in 
perception  ;  and  what  other  proposition  can  express 
this  fact  of  arrest,  without  mixing  it  up  with  other 
facts,  but  the  postulate  of  identity? 

In  another  respect  also  the  point  now  insisted  on 
is  the  key  of  the  solution.  It  explains  how  it  is,  that 
the  postulate  of  identity,  though  it  carries  the  axiom 
(as  will  be  shown),  and  though  it  is  valid  for  past 
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and  future  equally  as  for  present  time,  yet  does  not     BCH.KIX!' 

in  the  least  exclude  the  possibility  of  totally  new  and         ^~ 

unforeseen  events,  but  leaves  us  in  the  position  of   ^itTof^h 

"  risking  it,"  as  Professor  Bain  says.     The  reason  is,       Axiom. 

that  the  postulate,  A  is  A,  says  nothing  whatever  of 

the  perceptual  content  of  A.     If,  on  the  contrary,  its 

meaning  had  been,  u  A  now  is  exactly  like  A  then," 

we  should  then  be  asserting,  when  we  employed  it, 

that  our  present  knowledge  of  it  contains  implicitly 

all  our  past  and  future  knowledge,  all  our  possible 

knowledge,  of  it.    It  would  involve  the  assumption  of 

an  exhaustive  knowledge  of  A,  and  thus  virtually 

assume  omniscience  in  the  employer  of  the  postulates. 

For  we  should  then  combine  with  them  the  assertion 

that  a  particular  content  was  the  very  thing  known 

as  identical ;  and  then  the  universal  applicability  of 

the  postulates  would  turn  this  exhaustive  knowledge 

of  content  into  omniscience. 

Good  sense  of  course  revolts  against  such  an 
assumption.  But  the  escape  from  being  forced  to 
make  it,  while  using  the  postulates,  lies  not  in  re 
stricting  the  postulates  to  present  or  even  to  present 
and  past  time,  excluding  the  future,  but  in  a  true 
analysis  of  their  meaning  and  assertion  of  their  uni 
versal  validity  in  that  meaning.  Now  nothing  is 
said  by  the  postulates  as  to  what  the  content  of  A  is. 
They  express  solely  the  act  of  attention.  They  are  an 
instrument  of  infinite  delicacy,  a  knife  of  keenest 
edge  ;  and  in  this  sense  it  is  that  they  are  of  universal 
and  exhaustive  validity,  not  in  the  sense  of  their 
containing  a  perception  that  one  content  is  identical 
with  another.  They  have  no  content  of  their  own  ; 
they  are  employed  as  form  solely,  and  not  as  matter ; 
and  the  matter  which  they  distinguish  consists  of  the 


140  THE  POSTULATES  AND  THE  AXIOM  OF  UNIFORMITY. 

"^nfix!"      percepts  strung  upon  the  time-thread  in  conscious- 

^~        ness. 

Yidity^fthe  T^  arrest  of  the  perceptual  content,  by  the  repe 

tition  of  one  moment  in  it, — the  psychological  condi 
tion  of  which  is  attention,  and  the  expression  of 
which  is  the  postulate  of  identity, — is  therefore  the 
basis  or  ultimate  law  of  all  reasoning.  But  though 
it  is  the  ultimate  law  of  all  reasoning,  it  never  appears 
in  it,  and  that  just  because  it  is  the  basis  of  all,  being 
involved  in  the  predication  made  in  every  judgment. 
By  not  appearing  is  meant,  that  it  does  not  form  a 
link,  or  premiss,  in  any  chain  of  argument.  But  it 
is  everywhere  supposed ;  it  is  the  condition  of  every 
term  employed  in  judgment  existing  as  a  term.  For 
if  we  had  not  fixed  on  a  content  as  at  one  with  itself, 
we  should  have  nothing  definite  to  compare  to  any 
thing  else,  we  should  have  no  terms  to  use,  either  as 
subject  or  as  predicate. 

At  the  same  time  the  terms  in  every  concrete 
judgment  are  different  in  some  respect  from  each 
other ;  and,  of  affirmative  judgments,  only  those  are 
at  once  true  and  adequate,  in  which  the  terms  are 
indiscernible  except  by  their  position  or  distance 
(%tdffrr}[*a)  as  subject  and  predicate.  The  postulate  of 
identity  is  in  this  sense  the  limit. of  decreasing  dif 
ference,  and  of  increasing  sameness,  between  subject 
and  predicate.  Indiscernibility  in  point  of  content 
is  therefore  the  final  test  of  truth  in  concrete  reason 
ing,  and  at  the  same  time  rests  upon  the  postulate  of 
identity  as  its  own  ground  of  validity.  All  that  can 
be  done  by  actual  concrete  reasoning  is  to  show  the 
indiscernibility  of  two  or  more  terms  for  our  faculties. 
A  practical  and  scientific  identity  is  made  out,  when 
we  can  show  that  strictly  no  difference  but  difference 
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in  time,  numero,  of  occurrence  to  consciousness,  as  in      ^^x 
A  is  A,  exists  between  the  two  objects.    Imagine  this         ~ 
difference  also  abolished,  and  you  reduce  the  objects    ^T^fV 
in  question  to  one,  but  then  you  can  no  longer  express       Axiom. 
it  by  a  proposition. 

The  question  now  occurs,  How  is  the  reduction  of 
two  terms  to  indiscernibility  accomplished,  or,  what 
is  involved  in  the  process?  In  concrete  propositions 
we  treat  the  terms  as  two,  or  as  different,  and  try  to 
reduce  them  to  indiscernibility,  for  that  is  the  proof 
of  the  truth  of  the  proposition.  What  is  the  method 
by  which  this  reduction  takes  place?  It  clearly  con 
sists  in  analysis.  For  two  differing  terms  must  differ 
either  in  respect  of  their  constituent  parts,  or  in 
respect  of  their  external  relations ;  and  there  is  no 
indiscernibility  of  two  terms  so  long  as  any  difference 
of  either  kind  exists  between  them.  Till  then,  the 
object  analysed  as  a  whole,  the  object  of  the  whole 
proposition,  subject  and  predicate  together,  is  not 
reduced  to  unity.  For  instance,  when  we  say,  The 
year  1870  is  the  year  1870.  Its  analysis  consists  in 
taking  the  subject  and  predicate  as  two  percepts,  my 
notion  of  1870  when  I  say  it  in  the  subject  and  my 
notion  of  1870  when  I  say  it  in  the  predicate,  com 
paring  them  together  and  reducing  them  to  one,  to 
indiscernibility,  and  consequently  to  identity.  This 
is  not  done,  so  long  as  any  shade  of  difference  enters 
into  the  one  and  not  into  the  other. 

Whatever  may  be  the  object  in  question,  there 
will  always  be  found,  corresponding  to  every  differ 
ence  of  the  two  notions  of  it,  which  we  will  call  AS 
and  AP  (A  subject  and  A  predicate),  there  will 
always  be  found  some  difference  between  the  ana 
lyses  of  the  two  notions.  For  if  there  were  no  dif- 
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ference  in  the  analysis  of  their  constituent  parts,  or 
~  conditions  essendi,  or  as  we  may  also  call  them  in- 
ersai  va-  fernal  conditions,  the  two  notions  would  be  indis- 

lidity  of  the 

Axiom.  cernible  in  point  of  kind ;  and  if,  besides,  there  were 
no  difference  in  the  analysis  of  their  external  con 
ditions,  in  the  relation  of  them  or  of  their  parts  to 
phenomena  outside  them,  then  they  would  be  the 
same  phenomenon  in  point  of  number  as  well  as  of 
kind;  the  year  1870  would  be  not  only  precisely 
similar  to  itself,  but  placed  only  between  the  years 
1869  and  1871.  The  two  notions  of  the  year  1870 
would  be  one  and  the  same  notion,  the  AS  and  the 
AP  of  the  concrete  phenomenon  would  be  only  one 
A,  and  the  proposition  "1870  is  1870"  would  be  re 
duced  to  the  term  "1870." 

The  postulate  of  identity,  then,  forces  us  to  find 
a  difference  of  conditions,  external  or  internal,  for 
every  difference  of  kind,  or  general  shade  of  differ 
ence,  applying  to  the  phenomenon  as  a  whole,  in  its 
different  times  of  envisagement.  That  is  to  say,  in 
other  words,  it  forces  us  to  adopt  the  principle  known 
as  Ratio  Suffidens  Existendi,  for  all  analysis. 

III.  And  here  I  enter  upon  the  third  branch  of 
my  proof.  The  Ratio  suffidens  existendi  is  the  same 
thing  as  the  axiom  of  the  uniformity  of  the  course  of 
nature.  This  I  now  proceed  to  show. 

The  axiom  has  been  variously  formulated.  I 
will  take  Fechner's  formulation,  as  one  of  the  clear 
est,  and  at  the  same  time  not  liable  to  be  objected  to 
as  unscientific :  "  Whenever  and  wherever  the  same 
circumstances  return  (whatever  these  circumstances 
may  be),  then  return  also  the  same  results;  but  with 
other  circumstances,  other  results."1  Now  what  is 
1  Zendavesta,  Vol.  I.  p.  343. 
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meant  by  "the  same  circumstances"  returning?  BC£KIX!' 
Clearly  the  same  circumstances  in  point  of  kind ;  for  ^ 
if  in  point  of  number  of  times,  they  could  not  return,  YSity'o'fth 
they  would  not  be  capable  of  repetition.  But  every 
added  sameness  in  point  of  kind,  whereby  one  whole 
set  of  objects  becomes  more  nearly  the  same  with 
another  set,  is  an  added  sameness  in  point  of  position 
of  some  of  its  parts  relatively  to  others,  or  of  parts 
which  come  into  position  or  which  vanish  from  posi 
tion  relatively  to  the  rest.  And  for  complete  sameness 
in  point  of  kind,  there  is  complete  sameness  in  num 
ber  and  relative  position  of  all  the  parts.  The  internal 
conditions  are  then  completely  the  same.  The  same 
circumstances  in  the  same  relative  order  are  repeated. 
But  this  still  leaves  isolated  the  set  of  circum 
stances  in  question.  Their  external  conditions,  or 
their  position  with  regard  to  other  sets  of  circum 
stances,  are  still  supposed  alterable,  without  altera 
tion  of  the  set  itself.  In. other  words,  the  set  is  the 
same  in  point  of  kind,  but  not  in  point  of  number, 
with  itself.  If  its  position  with  regard  to  other  sets 
is  one  of  the  conditions  of  its  being  what  it  is,  then 
it  can  only  be  the  same  with  itself  on  condition  of  its 
holding  the  same  position  with  regard  to  other  sets, 
that  is,  of  its  being  one  in  number,  as  well  as  the 
same  in  kind,  with  itself.  In  other  words,  the  con 
dition  of  "  the  same  circumstances  returning"  is  only 
realised  by  oneness  in  number,  as  well  as  sameness  in 
kind,  of  those  circumstances;  and  the  "returning" 
can  mean  in  this  case  only  the  mental  picture  of  the 
circumstances  themselves,  the  representation  of  them 
as  being  what  they  are,  just  as  the  AP  of  the  postu 
late  of  identity  is  the  mental  picture  of  the  AS  in 
that  postulate.  There  is  but  one  A  involved  in 
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CHKIXL     A  is  A;    the  appearance   of  two  arising   from   the 
"^T        time-thread  being  necessary  to  the  existence  of  con- 
ity'ofthe"    sciousness,  in  judgments  as  well  as  in  perceptions, 
Axiom.       even  -n  tne  ju(]gment  that  A  is  one  and  not  two. 
The   axiom  is   therefore   strictly  true  in  the  same 
sense  as  the  postulate  is,  namely,  at  the  limit  and 
as  the   basis   of  partial  identities.     And  it  follows 
from  the  postulate  in  the  sense,  that  the  postulate, 
when  supplied  with  a  perceptual  content,  becomes 
the  axiom,  or,  in  other  words,  the  axiom  is  the  phe 
nomenal  aspect  of  the  postulate. 

It  no  doubt  seems,  at  first  sight,  a  far  cry  from 
the  postulate  of  identity  to  the  axiom  of  uniformity. 
The  content  of  the  two  seems  entirely  different. 
There  seems  to  be  a  gulf  between  them,  the  gulf 
which  Kant  discerned  between  his  analytic  and  syn 
thetic  judgments,  or  the  gulf  which  we  all  imagine 
between  empty  thoughts  and  solid  things,  or  again 
the  gulf  which  we  imagine  between  ideal  hypotheses 
of  agreement  and  the  endless  variety  of  experience. 
But  the  enormous  apparent  difference  arises  from 
this,  that  we  habitually  assign  them  to  different 
spheres,  giving  the  axiom  to  science,  the  postulates 
to  logic  or  philosophy.  Now  the  scientist  in  stating 
the  axiom  begins  with  the  tacit  supposition  that 
Nature  is  different,  various,  changeful,  never  the 
same,  in  continual  flux;  I  mean  that  he  takes  it 
as  if  it  were  so,  in  order  to  see  whether  any  order 
and  regularity,  and  how  much,  can  be  discovered  in 
it.  Whereas  the  logician,  starting  from  the  postu 
lates,  and  finding  that  in  no  other  way  but  this  it  is 
possible  to  think  at  all,  begins  with  the  postulates; 
but  the  postulate  of  identity  is  a  statement  of  com 
plete  oneness,  sameness  genere  et  numero. 
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Every    sameness,    therefore,    discovered    by   the      ^n^x1 
scientist,    is  a  case    under,    that   is,    an    incomplete         — 
instance  of,  the  complete  sameness  genere  et  numero    ^iTTft 
demanded  by  the  postulate.     Similarity  is  partially       Axiom. 
realised  sameness;  sameness  is  partially  realised  one 
ness.     And  just  as  there  are  metaphysical  elements, 
always  distinguishable  never  separable,   in  percepts 
as  such ;  I  mean  the  elements  formal  and  material ; 
so  also  in  concepts,  as  such,  there  are  metaphysical 
elements,    always    distinguishable    never   separable, 
namely,  the  determinations   subject   and  predicate, 
which  in  the  postulate  of  identity  we  have  called 
AS  and  AP.     Some  subject  element  and  some  predi 
cate  element  are  requisite  to  every  concept,  and  the 
judgment  is  their  combination. 

It  has  been  already  remarked  that  magnitude  is 
indifferent  in  logic;  whether  we  take  a  large  or  a 
small  portion  of  the  perceptual  train,  the  method  is 
the  same.  The  logician,  then,  starting  with  the 
postulates,  starts  with  the  notion  of  one  and  the 
same  universe,  every  part  of  which  is  one  and  the 
same  with  itself.  The  scientist  starts  with  the  notion 
of  changeful,  different,  phenomena;  groups  them 
into  sets  of  similar  phenomena;  finds  repetitions  or 
recurrences  of  similar  sets  ;  analyses  these  sets  up  to 
the  point  of  indiscernibility ;  retains  the  notion  of  re 
currence  of  sets  the  same  in  kind ;  and,  carrying  up 
the  notion  of  sameness  to  completion  without  dis 
carding  the  notion  of  recurrence,  states  his  axiom  of 
uniformity  as  discovered  in  nature,  without  noticing 
that  it  is  never  realised  except  at  the  limit,  or  under 
the  supposition,  of  oneness  taking  the  place  of  recur 
rence. 

It  is  the  notion  of  recurrence  of  phenomena  that 

VOL.  n.  L 
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B°OKTiIT-      makes  us   hesitate  to  identify  the   axiom  with  the 

UH.  1JL. 

—         postulate.     There  are  no  sets  of  phenomena  perfectly 
dh^ofthe"    identical,  unless  they  are  identical  in  number  as  well 
Axiom.       as  in  kin^  that  is,  unless  they  are  one  and  not  two 
sets,  unless  in  fact  they  are  incapable  of  recurrence. 
The  scientist  does  not  need  to  push  matters  to  this 
ideal  limit,  because  he  wants  his  axiom  of  uniformity 
for  practical  application,  for  application  to  phenomena 
considered  as  a  flux  of  events.     But  for  all  that,  the 
ideal  limit  is  a  logical  necessity,  being  based  upon 
the  postulate  of  identity,  by  which  alone  the  scientist 
or  any  one  else  can  reason.    It  is,  moreover,  his  logi 
cal  justification  for  using  the  axiom  with  restriction 
to  the  notion  of  partial  recurring  identities.     For  if 
the  axiom  were  not  perfectly  true  at  the  limit,  the 
reasoning  under  it  would  not  be  known  to  approxi 
mate  nearer  and  nearer  to  truth,  in  proportion  as  the 
degree  of  sameness  becomes  greater,  or  (same  thing) 
the  degree  of  difference  less,  between  the  groups  of 
phenomena  which  he  assumes  as  recurring. 

The  postulates  of  logic  are  their  own  justification ; 
they  neither  need  nor  can  they  receive  any  other, 
except  so  far  as  analysis  can  be  called  one.  I  mean, 
it  is  impossible  to  show  that  they  must  be  true ;  all 
we  can  do  is  to  show  what  they  mean,  that  they  do 
not  add  to,  or  take  from,  the  percepts  which  they 
mould.  For  as  to  demonstrating  them,  they  are 
themselves  a  prior  condition  of  all  demonstration. 
But  the  axiom  of  uniformity  practically  needs  a 
further  justification,  as  is  sufficiently  clear  from  the 
kind  of  controversy  which  exists  about  its  validity. 
It  needs  it  because,  in  its  shape  as  an  axiom,  as 
expressing  the  phenomenal  (not  the  volitional)  aspect 
of  things,  it  cannot  be  verified  by  presentations  of 
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sense.  Our  senses  fall  short  of  perceiving  differences 
of  feeling,  long  before  infinity,  either  in  the  enlarging 
or  diminishing  direction,  is  exhausted.  Experience, 
therefore,  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  term,  can 
never  fully  justify  the  axiom.  It  receives  its  justifi 
cation  from  the  postulate  of  identity,  by  being  shown 
to  be  its  phenomenal  aspect ;  a  formulation  of  it  like 
Fechner's,  for  practical  purposes,  is  justified  as  ex 
pressing  an  approximation  to  the  same  ideal  limit; 
and  that  form  of  the  axiom  known  as  the  Ratio  suffi- 
ciens  existendi  is  the  link  by  which  the  connection  be 
tween  postulate  and  axiom  is  made  evident. 


BOOK  III. 
CH.  IX. 


§  3.  I  have  now  given  the  promised  proof  with 
as  much  brevity  as  seemed  consistent  with  clearness 
in  a  question  hitherto  so  obscure.  But  there  is  much 
to  be  added  by  way  of  elucidation  and  comment. 

In  the  first  place  I  would  remark,  that  the  fore 
going  theory  differs  from  Hegel,  inasmuch  as  it  re 
presents  the  postulates  of  logic  as  superinduced 
upon  and  presupposing  the  flux  of  perceptions; 
whereas  with  Hegel  they,  or  rather  that  which  cor 
responds  to  them  in  his  system,  produce  it;  I  mean 
that  the  force  of  Negativity,  inherent  in  The  Concept, 
throws  up,  first,  the  series  of  opposites  and  their 
combinations  belonging  to  the  Logic;  then,  the  same 
force  of  negativity  throws  out  the  world  of  percepts; 
and  then  the  same  force  combines  this  same  world  of 
percepts  again  with  the  world  of  concepts  in  the  ab 
solute  Mind. 

Next  it  occurs  to  me  that  an  objection  may  pos 
sibly  be  made,  to  the  effect  that  logic  founded  on  the 
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^H*"1'     postulates  compares  unfavourably  with  the  mathema- 

—         tical  Calculus,  inasmuch  as  the  calculus  applies   to 

Some  objec-    unextended  points,  or  divisions ;  whereas  the  postu- 

tio       on-  * 

l&tes  seem  to  apply  only  to  things  contained  between 
points  of  division,  and  thus  leave  an  infinitesimal 
residuum,  an  area  small  indeed  but  still  an  area,  un- 
swept.  But  the  answer  is,  that  the  postulates  apply 
to  both.  Their  symbol  A  may  be  taken  to  mean  a 
point  of  division,  as  well  as  the  space,  or  duration, 
between  two  divisions.  The  point  of  division  is  in 
that  case  denoted  and  fixed  for  thought  by  naming 
the  two  things  which  it  divides.  Thus  the  postulates 
do  not  assume  either  that  space  is  not  divisible  ad 
infinitum,  or  that  time  ever  stands  still  or  has  no 
duration.  But  they  assume,  or  rather  postulate,  that 
any  one  portion  of  the  flux  (whether  in  space  or  in 
time),  or  that  any  point  of  division  in  that  flux,  is 
itself,  unum  numero  et  genere.  The  calculus  itself  is 
but  an  application  of  the  postulates  to  the  measure 
ment  of  time  and  space. 

This  objection  is  akin  to  another  which  has  been 
already  mentioned  in  the  foregoing  Chapter,  relating 
to  the  impossibility  of  verifying  the  truth  of  any 
assertion  of  strict  and  complete  sameness  in  point  of 
kind  between  two  phenomena,  owing  to  the  im 
perfection  or  coarseness  of  our  instruments  and  of 
our  senses  themselves.  I  admit  that,  beyond  certain 
limits,  we  cannot  verify  by  presentative  sensation  the 
sameness  which  the  postulates  assert.  But  this  is  no 
objection  against  the  postulates;  it  has  weight  only 
against  the  axiom  of  uniformity  when  taken  as 
founded  immediately  upon  observation  and  experi 
ment.  When  so  taken,  and  verification  attempted 
by  the  same  means,  the  means  fall  short  and  the  veri- 
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fication  fails.  It  is  this  very  circumstance  which 
forces  us  to  have  recourse  to  proving  the  axiom  from 
the  postulates.  For  the  postulates  do  not  depend 
upon  that  sort  of  verification,  verification  by  presen- 
tative  sensation.  They  belong  to  the  process  of  re 
dintegration,  and  compare  their  moments  together  in 
the  character  of  representations  not  of  presentations. 
Differences  which  are  too  minute  to  be  presentatively 
perceived  may  yet  be  imagined,  and  even  expressed 
symbolically;  sameness  is  not  perfect  which  does  not 
exclude  every  imaginable  difference.  These  are  the 
sameness  and  difference  contemplated  by  the  postu 
lates.  And  wherever  a  difference  can  be  imagined,  there 
a  sameness  can  be  imagined  with  equal  minuteness. 

The  process  of  reasoning,  therefore,  by  these  ideal 
categories  of  sameness  and  difference,  A  and  not- A, 
is  a  process  more  minute  than  the  sense  presentation 
by  which  it  is  proposed  to  test  it.  This  test  besides 
is  only  applicable  to  one  case  at  a  time,  to  particulars 
as  such.  Where  it  is  applied,  and  a  difference  is  dis 
covered  in  two  things  which  before  were  held  to  be 
indistinguishable,  what  follows?  Are  the  postulates, 
the  general  law,  overturned?  Not  at  all.  They  are 
once  more  found  true ;  for  the  character  of  difference 
depends  upon  the  postulates  just  as  much  as  the 
character  of  sameness.  That  any  percept  is  found  to 
be  different  from  another,  supposes  the  postulates  to 
be  true.  For  difference  from  others  supposes  identity 
with  self.  Percepts  cannot  be  known  as  differents 
except  by  being  known  as  self-identical.  The  postu 
lates  are  a  law  not  only  for  presentative  percepts  but 
for  representative,  for  imagination  in  all  its  fulness 
and  all  its  minuteness.  Thought  is  involved  in  all, 
verification,  and  the  postulates  in  all  thought. 


§3. 

Some  objec 
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Another  objection  may  be  made.  It  may  be  said 
y^"  that,  whatever  else  the  postulates  may  prove,  they  do 
St°i?ns0cbou.c"  not  Prove  the  inviolability  of  the  axiom  ;  and  there- 
fore  are  of  no  service  to  the  scientist.  For  what  the 
scientist  means  by  the  axiom  is,  that  the  conditions 
of  a  particular  phenomenon,  water  for  instance,  are 
the  same  now  and  next  year,  the  same  here  and  at 
the  Antipodes.  Oxygen  and  hydrogen  in  combina 
tion  are  the  conditions  always  and  everywhere.  And 
it  will  be  said,  that  I  have  not  shown,  by  bringing  in 
the  postulates,  that  they  must  be  so  always  and  every 
where,  which  was  what  he  required;  as  to  this,  the  sci 
entist  still  has  to  "  risk  it,"  as  I  have  myself  admitted. 

To  clear  up  this  point,  it  must  be  observed,  that 
the  scientist  aims  at  determining  what  the  permanent 
conditions  of  a  phenomenon  are  (say  of  water),  and 
what  conditions  may  change  without  affecting  the 
result.  Wishing  for  practical  purposes  to  distinguish 
the  conditions  which  cannot  be  changed  without 
affecting  the  result,  it  is  these  alone  which  he  calls 
the  conditions  of  water.  But.  the  surroundings  are 
its  conditions  also,  only  that  they  may  change  with 
out  affecting  the  result  in  its  character  as  water. 

It  is  a  separation  of  the  special  conditions,  those 
which  cannot  change  without  affecting  the  result, 
from  the  general  conditions,  the  surroundings,  which 
may  change  without  affecting  it,  —  this  separation  it 
is  which  constitutes  science;  and  the  discovery  that 
the  special  conditions  are  the  same  for  the  same 
results,  always  and  everywhere,  is  the  a  posteriori 
proof  of  the  axiom,  so  far  as  that  proof  goes. 

It  is  perfectly  true  that  I  have  brought  no  a 
priori  proof,  no  proof  of  the  necessity,  of  the  axiom  in 
this  partial  shape.  It  cannot  be  a  partial  a  posteriori 
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doctrine  and  a  general  a  priori  doctrine  at  once  and      ^"i".1' 
in  the  same  shape.     To  become  an  a  priori  doctrine         — 
it  must  be  thrown  into  a  larger  form  and  mould  than     st°™n\°cbjne.c' 
its  a  posteriori  one.     What  I  have  done  is  to  show       9idered- 
that  it  cannot  be  proved  true  in  its  partial  shape, 
and  why  it  cannot;  but  that  in  its  general  shape  it 
can,  and  why  it  can.     To  prove  that  shape  of  it  true 
which  is  employed  by  scientists  would  involve  the 
assumption  of  omniscience,  exhaustive  knowledge  of 
the   conditions  of  observed  phenomena.     It  is    the 
philosophical  shape  of  it  alone  which  is  a  necessary 
truth. 

This  larger  and  philosophical  shape  consists  in 
taking  all  the  conditions,  the  general  as  well  as  the 
special,  the  surroundings  as  well  as  the  constituents 
and  their  combination,  and  then  showing  that  you 
cannot  imagine  any  change  or  difference  in  the  result 
(e.g.  the  water)  without  some  difference  or  change 
in  the  conditions;  and  conversely,  that  you  cannot 
imagine  any  difference  in  the  conditions  without 
some  difference  in  the  result.  And  why  not  ?  Be 
cause  it  would  be  incompatible  with  the  oneness  of 
the  statical  way  of  looking  at  things  in  thought. 
Instead  of  starting  from  complete  difference  of  things, 
you  start  from  their  complete  sameness. 

My  position  then  is  this.  Instead  of  saying,  The 
postulates  are,  but  the  axiom  is  not,  necessarily  true, 
I  say  that  they  are  both  necessarily  true,  but  that 
the  axiom  does  not  mean  what  the  scientist  supposes, 
namely,  that  nothing  now  unknown  to  us  can  inter 
fere  with  the  production  of  demonstrated  results  from 
their  demonstrated  conditions ;  e.g.,  that  water  must 
be  produced  from  combining  oxygen  and  hydrogen 
in  the  ascertained  proportions,  beyond  the  possibility 
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*ts  Production  being  frustrated  by  some  condition 
now  totally  unknown  to  us.  No  wonder  he  rejects 
tlie  axiom  on  tm's  interpretation  of  it. 

go  far  frOm  the  axiom  implying  that  we  know  all 
the  conditions,  it  implies  the  very  reverse  ;  it  implies 
that  we  do  not  know  them.  Indeed,  in  its  first  appli 
cation,  the  first  effort  of  reasoning,  the  axiom  (which 
is  involved  in  the  postulates)  contains  no  knowledge 
of  conditions  at  all.  It  is  therefore  a  priori  to  any 
demonstrated  fact,  and  consequently  prior  to  all  rea 
sonings  founded  on  facts  previously  demonstrated. 
But  it  gives  us  no  knowledge  of  what  the  conditions 
are  which  form  its  content.  The  terms  conditions 
and  conditioned  are  relatives,  —  that  is  the  sum  and 
substance  of  the  axiom,  and  it  is  a  truth  of  inviolable 
necessity. 

Between  the  postulates  on  the  one  hand  and  the 
flux  of  separable  percepts  on  the  other,  comes  the 
axiom  of  uniformity,  the  phenomenal  aspect  of  the 
postulates.  It  tells  us  about  the  course  of  phenomena 
just  as  much  as  the  postulates  tell  us  about  the  course 
of  thought,  and  no  more.  It  is  for  perception  to  tell 
us  about  the  content  of  both.  The  postulates  super 
vene  upon  the  perceptual  order,  and  change  it  into 
the  order  of  thought,  and  the  axiom  is  the  expression 
of  this  resulting  order.  There  is  a  flux,  and  there  is 
order  in  the  flux.  The  phrase  "  uniformity  of  the 
course  of  nature"  expresses  this  double  character; 
it  takes  nature  as  a  course,  and  then  affirms  its  uni 
formity.  And  the  affirmation  that  the  uniformity  of 
the  course  of  nature  is  universal  and  inviolable  is  a 
strictly  necessary  truth,  without  the  possibility  of 
suffering  exception.  An  exception  would  imply  the 
possibility  that  the  course  of  nature  as  a  whole  could 
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be  an  object  of  thought  without  being  conceived  as  a 
single  thing  or  fixed  state.  But  the  content  of  the 
course  of  nature  might  be  quite  different  from  what 
we  experience ;  and  that  without  in  the  least  affecting 
the  validity  of  the  axiom. 

True,  the  function  of  science  is  to  take  nature 
piecemeal,  as  it  were,  to  regard  it  as  a  flux,  and  to 
observe  what  appear  to  be  its  recurring  samenesses  or 
rather  similarities.  It  does  not  need  to  enquire  at  all 
about  the  inviolability  of  the  axiom,  which  is  made 
safe  enough  for  practical  purposes  by  experimental 
verifications.  But  it  is  one  thing  to  go  to  work  prac 
tically  as  a  scientist,  another  thing  to  deny  that  the 
axiom  has  any  greater  validity  than  the  scientist 
needs  for  his  purposes,  or  can  make  out  from  his 
experiments.  And  it  is  another  again,  to  leap  at  the 
inviolable  necessity  of  the  axiom,  in  its  partial  shape 
as  a  truth  of  science ;  without  having  traced  it  to  its 
source  in  the  postulates,  and  in  this  way  shown  its 
purely  formal  character,  as  well  as  the  universality 
of  its  sweep.  The  metaphysician  is  concerned  to 
enquire  into  the  grounds  of  its  validity,  and  deter 
mine  whether  the  uniformity  of  the  course  of  nature 
is  merely  a  practical  precept  resting  on  a  large  induc 
tion,  or  an  axiom  of  necessary  truth,  involved  alike 
in  the  laws  of  consciousness  and  of  existence. 


BOOK  III. 
CH.  JX. 

§3. 

Some  objec 
tions  con 
sidered. 


§  4.  One  of  the  most  important  questions  which 
are  usually  discussed  in  connection  with  the  axiom 
of  uniformity  is  that  of  the  Miraculous,  or  the  possi 
bility  of  miracles.  Let  us  see  what  light  is  thrown 
upon  this  question  by  what  has  now  been  said.  It  is 


The  Miracu 
lous. 
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BCHKIXL     clear  m  the  first  place,  that  miracles  eo  nomine  are 
"        impossible,  I  mean  supposing  the  usual  definition  of 

Theiousracu  them  &&  interventions  of  supernatural  power.  For  the 
inviolable  uniformity  of  the  course  of  nature  excludes 
the  notion  of  the  supernatural  altogether ;  all  power 
is  natural  power ;  and  consequently  supernatural 
power  is  a  contradiction  in  terms.  It  is  a  contradic 
tion  similar  to  that  involved  in  freedom  as  causality, 
or  causality  through  freedom,  for  all  causality  is 
necessary  causality,  or  law  of  nature.  True,  there  is 
a  sense  of  the  term  freedom  in  which  it  is  not  opposed 
to  law  or  necessity,  but  is  a  case  of  it,  the  highest 
case  of  it  in  point  of  moral  value,  that  case  of  it  in 
which  liberty  itself  is  the  supreme  law.  This  free 
dom  is  the  freedom  of  the  noblest  part  of  our  human 
nature  to  act  according  to  its  own  laws,  in  emanci 
pation  from  the  tyranny  of  ignoble  or  less  noble 
motives.  But  this  is  not  the  sense  of  freedom  in  the 
case  now  spoken  of,  in  the  phrase  causality  through 
freedom. 

And  here  let  me  stop  for  a  moment  to  point  out 
how  completely  the  view  now  stated  satisfies  the 
demands  of  those  noble  souls  who  persist  in  the  fal 
lacy  of  causality  through  freedom  in  moral  matters; 
for  it  is  nobility  of  soul  that  moves  them,  witness 
Dante,  for  instance,  in  the  lines  i1 

Color  che  ragionando  andaro  al  fondo, 
S'  accorser  d'  esta  innata  libertate ; 
Per6  moralita  lasciaro  al  mondo. 

Though  of  course,  when  any  question  is  long  de 
bated,  there  will  be  ignoble  partisans  on  both  sides, 
on  theirs,  as  well  as  on  ours,  who  maintain  necessity. 
Their  fallacy  consists  in  confusing  causality  from  a 

1  Purgatorio,  XVIII.  67. 
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higher  region  than  what  by  many  scientists  is  called 
nature  with  causality  through  freedom,  that  is,  caus-         — 
ality  from  no  source  at  all  but  merely  origination  ex     Th\^™cu' 
nihilo.     The  causality  from  a  higher  region,  by  which 
I  mean    the    moral   consciousness,   or  in  one   word 
conscience,  fully  satisfies  the   motive  which  leads  to 
the  adoption  of  the  fallacy  of  causality  through  free 
dom. 

That  it  does  so  is  shown  by  the  consequences  in 
respect  of  responsibility.  If  there  is  no  causality 
through  freedom,  they  say,  then  there  is  no  moral 
responsibility.  But  I  reply,  there  is  moral  responsi 
bility  if  there  is  causality  from  a  higher  region; 
namely,  responsibility  to  that  higher  region  itself. 
Again,  the  notion  of  responsibility  presupposes  the 
notion  of  law.  And  therefore  the  notion  of  causality 
through  freedom,  which  abolishes  the  notion  of  law, 
is  really  fatal  to  the  notion  of  responsibility.  Just  as 
we  are  responsible  to  a  human  lawgiver,  when  we 
are  bound  by  fear  of  punishment  or  hope  of  reward 
to  obey  his  laws,  so  we  are  morally  responsible  to  the 
higher  region  of  our  minds  called  conscience,  and  all 
which  it  includes,  or  of  which  it  is  the  channel,  when 
we  are  bound  by  fear  of  remorse  or  hope  of  self- 
approval  to  obey  the  laws  of  conscience.  Respon 
sibility  rests  on  two  bases,  law  as  well  as  freedom. 
Neither  must  be  omitted  in  a  true  theory.  And 
therefore  only  that  notion  of  freedom  can  be  admitted 
which  is  compatible  with  law,  just  as  only  that  notion 
of  law  can  be  admitted  which  is  compatible  with 
freedom. 

There  is  no  incompatibility  whatever  between  the 
free  action  or  choice  of  a  conscious  agent  and  the 
fact  of  the  necessary  connection  of  all  phenomena,  in 
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BCH.KIX.L  tne  strictest  sense  of  the  term;  nor  would  there  be 
~  any,  even  if  we  were  to  regard  the  contingent  future 
as  no^  onty  necessarily  determined  by  the  past  but  as 
having  already  taken  place,  a  view  which,  as  we  shall 
presently  see,  is  by  no  means  impossible.  The  larger 
notion  of  necessary  connection  is  not  infringed,  nor 
its  truth  invalidated,  by  the  contingency  of  some  of 
its  parts  or  of  the  details  comprised  in  it.  The  two 
notions,  the  larger  and  the  smaller,  necessity  and 
contingency,  are  maintained  from  different  points  of 
view,  and  therefore  do  not  contradict  each  other. 
Necessity,  the  larger  notion,  is  perceived  when  we 
look  transversely  at  the  stream  of  events ;  contingency, 
the  smaller  notion,  when  we  look  longitudinally,  into 
the  future,  from  any  given  moment. 

Now  freedom  of  choice  or  action  is  a  case  of  con 
tingency  ;  namely,  where  the  contingent  event  in 
question  is  an  action  of  the  percipient  himself.  He 
is  free  to  choose  or  to  act,  when  he  contains  all  the 
determining  conditions,  or  is  the  sum  of  those  con 
ditions,  of  the  choice  or  action.  This  is  the  case 
when  he  acts  wholly  on  motives  which  are  represen 
tations  ;  these  are  ends  or  final  causes  of  his  choice 
or  act.  The  causes  which  determine  him  are  inter 
nal,  not  external;  in  other  words,  he  is  self-deter 
mined.  That  is  what  his  freedom  consists  in. 

His  sense  of  freedom  is  another  matter.  This 
consists  in  his  ignorance  of  the  conditions,  or  of  their 
relative  force  ;  his  ignorance,  in  fact,  of  his  own  mo 
tives.  When  he  looks  forward  into  the  future,  his 
own  future  act  appears  to  him  contingent;  contin 
gent  on  his  will,  that  is,  on  the  motives  and  their 
relative  force,  which  are  now  acting  within  him. 
This  fact,  the  sense  of  freedom,  is  a  fact  of  conscious- 
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ness  in  its  first  intention,  as  I  have  already  observed.1 
It  is  a  fact  to  be  examined,  explained,  reasoned  from, 
and  by  no  means  to  be  denied.  But  it  does  not 
carry  with  it  the  perception  or  the  proof  of  an  entity 
Will,  or  an  entity  Self,  still  less  of  their  emancipation 
from  law;  it  does  not  justify  the  absolutist  in  argu 
ing  that  we  are  free,  in  his  sense  of  those  words, 
from  the  sense  of  freedom  as  a  fact  of  consciousness. 
By  being  free  the  absolutist  understands  having  some 
originating  agency  which  escapes  analysis;  very 
much  as  other  absolutists  attribute  to  memory  a 
faculty  of  judging  with  intuitive  certainty,  in  order 
to  prove  that,  when  we  remember  (for  instance)  hav 
ing  been  cold  half  an  hour  ago,  we  really  were  so.2 

That  we  are  free,  i.e.,  the  fact  of  freedom,  is  the 
objective  aspect,  neither  more  nor  less,  of  our  sense 
of  freedom,  and  of  itself  includes  no  more  than  its 
subjective  aspect  includes,  although  it  is  necessarily 
brought  (as  an  objective  aspect)  into  connection 
with  its  conditions,  in  order  to  its  analysis.  These 
conditions  are  satisfied,  whenever  it  is  found  that  a 
conscious  agent,  or  any  portion  of  his  nature  which 
can  be  separately  considered,  is  determined  by  mo 
tives  which  are  part  of  the  agent  himself,  (or  of  the 
portion  considered),  and  the  relative  strength  of 
which  is  unknown  to  him.  In  other  words,  the  real 
and  true  freedom  of  a  conscious  agent  consists  in  his 
self-determination;  and  this  is  secure,  without  re 
course  to  any  absolutist  hypothesis. 

Neither  does  the  assertion  of  necessity  in  the 
strictest  sense  give  any  countenance  to  what  is  com- 

1  In  the  Preface,  Vol.  I.  p.  11. 

*  I  refer  to  Mr.  Ward's  theory  discussed  above,  Vol.  I.  pp.  254. 
274.    And  see  farther,  Chap.  X.  §  6.  in  the  present  Vol. 
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CHKIXL  ™om1y  called  Fatalism.  A  determination  of  the 
T~J~  future  by  the  past,  as  inevitable  as  if  the  future  was 
eMiracu-  past  itself,  is  not  the  assertion,  but  on  the  contrary 
the  denial,  of  the  doctrine  that  a  particular  event  in 
the  future,  if  fated  to  happen,  will  happen  irrespective 
of  any  particular  conditions  determining  it.  If  I  am  to 
be  killed,  says  the  fatalist,  it  matters  not  whether  I 
go  into  battle  or  not.  On  the  contrary,  it  matters 
everything.  If  he  is  to  be  killed,  he  will  necessarily 
do  those  actions  which  determine  that  result.  The 
actions  which  he  does  or  omits  are  the  best  evidence 
of  what  is  necessarily  in  store  for  him.  The  doctrine 
of  Fatalism  is  founded  on  a  fallacy  which,  so  far  from 
resting  on  the  fact  of  absolute  necessity,  can  only  be 
thoroughly  exposed  by  an  analysis  of  that  fact,  and 
on  the  supposition  of  its  truth.  The  fallacy  consists 
in  pitching  upon  a  particular  and  uncertain  event, 
assuming  it  hypothetically  to  be  necessarily  ordained 
to  happen,  and  then  substituting  our  general  know 
ledge  of  necessity  for  the  special,  and  unknown,  causa 
existendi  of  the  particular  event.  An  aspect  of  the 
whole  is  treated  as  the  condition  of  a  part. 

But  to  return  to  the  main  subject  of  this  section. 
Miracles  are  another  case  of  contingency.  And 
miracles  eo  nomine,  we  have  seen,  are  impossible. 
But  this  says  nothing  whatever  about  the  events 
which  have  usually  been  called  miraculous  in  the 
past,  or  of  the  possibility  of  events  equally  strange  in 
the  future.  All  we  can  say  is  that,  if  they  have 
happened  or  shall  happen,  they  cannot  be  or  have 
been  interventions  of  a  supernatural  power.  Some 
scientists,  (by  no  means  all),  who  happen  to  be  also 
non-credents  of  events  which  have  been  classed  as 
supernatural,  wish  to  keep  to  the  partial,  forward- 


THE  POSTULATES  AND  THE  AXIOM  OF  UNIFORMITY. 


159 


looking,  scientist  point  of  view,  and  yet  to  deny  not 
only  the  possibility  of  these  events,  which  may  well 
be  done  from  weighing  the  evidence  in  each  case  on 
its  own  merits,  (since  after  all  every  tub  must  stand 
on  its  own  bottom),  but  also  to  deny  the  possibility 
of  supernatural  intervention  altogether.  But  this  is 
logically  impossible.  They  want  to  make  out  that 
we  can  have  perfect  sameness  in  two  phenomena 
which  are  different  in  time,  or  place,  or  both ;  that 
is,  perfect  sameness  without  reduction  to  one  phe 
nomenon.  They  want  to  assert  that  the  laws  of 
nature  which  are  now  known  to  us  are,  all  that  ever 
have  existed  or  will  exist ;  so  that,  if  any  event  con 
travenes  the  laws  which  we  now  know,  it  is  for  ever 
impossible.  This  is  assuming  that  our  partial  know 
ledge  is  equivalent  to  the  whole,  to  possible  know 
ledge  as  well  as  actual. 

So  far  from  this  being  the  case,  it  must  be  re 
marked  that,  from  the  forward-looking  point  of  view 
alone,  taking  the  flux  of  percepts  by  itself,  every 
thing  is  new,  a  new  creation.  No  moment  of  the 
flux  is  repeated ;  it  is  a  train  of  differents.  From  the 
transverse-looking  point  of  view,  on  the  other  hand, 
everything  is  old,  already  existing,  the  future  as 
much  so  as  the  past.  We  may  picture  the  case  in 
several  ways,  and  all  will  bring  out  what  I  mean  by 
saying  that  the  two  points  of  view  are  essential. 

Suppose  existence  to  be  represented  by  a  mosaic 
floor,  and  the  present  moment  of  consciousness  in  a 
conscious  individual  by  a  fly  upon  the  floor.  Sup 
pose,  first,  the  fly  moving  across  the  mosaic;  then 
the  mosaic  in  front  of  him  represents  the  future,  that 
behind  him  the  past.  Things  are  in  a  flux  to  him; 
the  future  is  unknown  and  apparently  non-existent. 
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Or  suppose,  next,  that  it  is  the  mosaic  which  moves, 
the  fly  being  fixed.  Again,  things  are  in  a  flux  to 
him,  the  future  unknown  before  him.  And  remark, 
that  we  have  only  to  reverse  the  position  of  the  fly, 
turning  his  face  the  other  way,  to  be  able  to  represent 
the  future  and  the  past  as  reversed  also.  The  mosaic 
then  seems  to  come  out  into  the  front  from  beneath 
the  fly's  feet.  What  has  come  out  is  the  past,  what 
is  to  come  out  is  the  future;  but  he  is  looking  for 
ward  into  the  past,  and  has  the  future  behind  him. 

Lastly  suppose  that  the  fly  is  part  of  the  mosaic, 
and  that  the  mosaic  grows,  beginning  from  one  side 
of  the  floor  and  spreading  like  a  ripple  so  as  gradu 
ally  to  cover  it,  carrying  the  fly  with  it  on  the  crest 
of  the  wave.  This  last  picture  represents,  I  think,  the 
ordinary  notion  which  we  form  of  existence,  and  of 
the  relation  of  conscious  beings  to  it.  We  represent 
ourselves  as  part  and  parcel  of  the  onward  movement 
of  existence. 

But  in  all  these  ways  of  picturing  the  matter,  we 
have  the  flux  and  its  arrest  equally  essential.  The 
content  of  the  mosaic  belongs  to  the  flux ;  the  pic 
turing  it  as  a  content,  the  picturing  of  any  part  of  it 
as  a  part,  or  of  the  whole  as  a  whole,  belongs  to  its 
arrest.  And  the  mere  arrest  of  the  flux  cannot  tell 
us  what  the  content  will  be ;  cannot  tell  us,  in  ordi 
nary  phrase,  that  the  future  will  resemble  the  past. 
There  may  be  some  unsuspected  black  lines  in  the 
spectrum.  What  the  moment  of  arrest  does  is  to 
show  that  the  whole  flux  can  be  pictured  as  one 
thing,  as  the  mosaic  of  the  illustration;  in  short  to 
render  my  two  first  ways  of  picturing  the  mosaic  as 
legitimate  as  the  last,  which  is  the  ordinary  way. 

I  do  not  of  course  mean  to  say  that  the  scientists 
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wish  to  keep  to  the  forward-looking  point  of  view      B£°K  j1^- 
alone;  but  that  they  do  not  effect  a  sufficient  fusion         — 

or  combination  of  the   two.     Their    combination  is     The  Miracu 
lous. 

only  a  partial  one ;  they  carry  it  to  the  extent  of 
recurring  samenesses;  a  conception  in  which,  as  I  have 
tried  to  show,  there  is  no  abiding,  because  it  involves 
a  contradiction.  The  combination  of  the  two  features 
in  thought,  the  flux  and  its  arrest,  must  be  brought 
about  in  a  far  more  radical  manner. 

The  question  as  to  the  actual  occurrence  of  the 
events  which  are  usually  called  miracles  is  no  doubt 
a  question  for  science,  and  not  for  philosophy.  It 
resolves  itself  in  every  case  into  a  question  of  evidence 
for  and  against.  And  this  is  the  ground  taken  by 
most  of  the  abler  impugners  of  the  belief  in  those 
events,  following  in  the  track  of  Hume.  They  leave 
behind  them  the  philosophical  question  of  the  possi 
bility  of  miracles  eo  nomine.  Now  just  upon  this 
question  it  is  that  light  is  thrown  by  discussions  like 
the  present  of  the  axiom  of  uniformity.  Nor  is  the 
contribution  unimportant  which  is  thus  made  towards 
settling  the  question  of  the  miraculous  in  both  its 
branches.  For  if  the  notion  of  supernatural  power 
or  of  causality  through  freedom  is  left  standing,  as 
if  these  were  realities  and  not  self-contradictions, 
then  a  vera  causa  of  the  events  usually  called  mira 
culous  is  left  standing;  and  the  existence  of  a  vera 
causa  for  any  event,  the  occurrence  of  which  is  in 
question,  is  a  circumstance  which  materially  and 
legitimately  influences  our  judgment  in  weighing 
the  evidence  for  or  against  that  occurrence.  It  is  in 
this  way  and  only  in  this,  that  the  philosophical  part 
of  the  question  has  an  influence  upon  the  scientific 
part,  the  examination  of  evidences. 

VOL.  II.  M 
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BC°HKIXL  T °  deny  Off-nand  the  possibility  of  totally  unfore- 

T^-  seen  and  strange  events,  on  the  mere  ground  that 
^ey  contradict  experience,  as  the  phrase  goes,  is  to 
attribute  to  the  course  of  nature,  as  actually  known 
by  science,  the  universal  uniformity  of  the  course  of 
nature,  as  a  whole ;  pars  pro  toto.  But  let  us  track 
the  fallacy  to  its  source.  It  springs,  as  appears  to 
me,  from  a  want  of  sufficient  acquaintance  with  the 
nature  of  concepts,  causing  us  to  use  them  carelessly 
and  unguardedly. 

It  was  shown  above,1  that  the  complete  filling  up 
of  the  extension  of  a  concept  has  an  ideal  limit,  which 
is  the  point  of  its  individualisation  into  its  perceptual 
intension.  Science,  as  at  any  one  time  it  actually 
exists,  is  the  extension  of  the  concept,  order  or  course 
of  nature.  It  falls  below  the  ideal  limit  of  comple 
tion;  that  is,  it  does  not  represent  the  fulness  or 
whole,  but  only  a  part,  of  the  order  of  nature  itself, 
which  furnishes  the  intension  of  the  concept,  an  in 
tension  or  mass  of  percepts  imperfectly  known  to  us. 
That  which  is  at  any  time  known  of  Nature  itself, 
the  intension  of  the  concept,  is  science,  which  is  itself 
the  extension  of  it. 

The  fallacy  in  question  consists,  (1)  in  neglecting 
the  difference  between  the  concept,  order  of  nature 
as  now  known  to  us,  and  the  same  concept  at  its 
ideal  limit;  and  (2)  in  applying  to  the  order  of  nature 
itself,  (the  intension  of  the  concept),  as  now  known 
to  us,  what  is  true  of  it  only  at  the  limit,  namely, 
the  characteristic  of  perfect  uniformity.  The  con 
cept-name,  order  of  nature,  contains  in  itself  no  indi 
cation  which  of  the  two  senses  is  intended,  and  we 
easily  slide  from  one  to  the  other,  from  the  sense  in 
1  Chapter  V.  Vol.  I.  p.  323. 
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which  it  means  knowledge  as  it  is  now,  to  the  sense  ^J?KIxn 
in  which  it  means  knowledge  as  it  is  at  the  ideal 
limit,  and  vice  versa.  At  its  ideal  limit,  perfect  uni-  The  JJj™c 
formity  is  truly  predicable  of  the  concept,  order  of 
nature ;  and  thus,  having  no  mark  in  the  term  itself, 
we  easily  fall  into  the  mistake  of  predicating  this 
same  uniformity  of  the  same  concept-name,  in  its 
other  sense  of  knowledge  below  the  ideal  limit.  We 
mistake  a  particular  instance  or  state  of  the  general 
term  for  the  general  term  itself,  and  consequently 
for  the  true  object  of  that  general  term.  And  thus 
it  is  that  we  confuse  Nature  as  we  know  it  now  with 
Nature  as  it  is  in  truth,  or  to  ideally  perfect  intel 
ligences. 

If  we  suppose  an  ideally  perfect  intelligence  con 
templating  the  whole  course  of  nature  as  it  in  truth 
is,  at  the  ideal  limit  of  completion  of  science,  we 
must  also  suppose  that  intelligence  to  have  the  whole 
course,  past,  present,  and  future,  lying  before  it  as  a 
present,  uno  intuitu.  Let  us  see  what  means  we  have, 
how  far  we  can  go,  to  render  the  existence  of  such  a 
mode  of  consciousness  conceivable  to  ourselves. 

When  Newton,  in  the  passage  already  quoted,1 
speaking  of  absolute,  true,  mathematical  time,  ab 
stracted  from  everything  external,  and  considered 
only  in  itself  and  in  its  own  nature,  says  that  it  flows 
equably,  he  was  thinking,  I  imagine,  much  more  of 
mathematical  than  of  metaphysical  time ;  he  was 
thinking  of  it  as  requisite  for  mathematic,  as  an  ens 
imaginarium  capable  of  being  conceived  apart  from 
a  content,  and  yet  as  an  empirical  existent,  with 
divisions  or  rather  distinctions  of  its  own,  such  as 
mathematic  finds  it  necessary  to  imagine. 
1  Vol.  II.  p.  87. 
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—  to  flow ;  because  flowing  is  a  motion,  and  motion  not 
The  Miracu-  on}y  involves  changes  in  empirical  states  of  conscious 
ness,  but  involves  also  those  changes  being  in  space. 
Pure  time,  taken  in  Newton's  abstract  way,  does  not 
move,  does  not  even  change,  but  may  be  said  with 
more  propriety  at  least,  though  even  then  not  with 
exactitude,  to  endure,  to  be  duratio,  as  Newton 
calls  it. 

Even  duration  is  a  predicate  which  is  applied  to 
pure  time  only  by  a  comparison  with  space.  We 
draw  from  that  comparison  our  term  duration,  to 
express  that  peculiar  property  of  having  a  prius  and 
posterius,  a  former  and  a  latter,  which  is  immediately 
perceived  in  states  of  consciousness  occupying  time. 
Time  is  an  elemental  form  of  consciousness  having 
one  dimension  only, — length.  Space  furnishes  us  with 
our  whole  Logic  of  time.  Time  in  its  first  intention 
is  an  ultimate  percept,  not  describable  by  any  general 
term. 

Now  whence  comes  change  ?  And  first,  what  is 
it?  We  have  seen  above1  that  change  in  states  of 
consciousness  is  the  first  empirical  percept.  It  pre 
supposes,  as  metaphysical  elements  of  its  analysis, 
both  feelings  and  time.  But  neither  of  these  is  its 
conditio  existendi.  Both  are  involved  in  it  as  condi- 
tiones  essendL  Change  and  empirical  consciousness 
are  coeval  and  inseparable. 

To  enquire,  then,  into  the  moment  of  origin  of 
empirical  consciousness  in  a  nervous  organism  is  the 
same  thing  as  to  enquire  into  that  of  change  in  states 
of  consciousness,  and  (in  the  case  of  solid  matter)  into 
that  of  motion  in  space.  Let  us  begin  with  the  last. 
i  Vol.  I.  p.  251. 
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Suppose  a  ball  suspended  by  a  string  in  front  of 
a  screen,  moving  as  a  pendulum,  and  describing  an 
arc  from  A  to  A'.  It  passes  through  all  the  inter 
mediate  positions,  a,  a',  a",  $c.  Let  us  suppose 
these  to  be  excessively  minute  portions  of  the  arc, 
say  minima  sensibilia.  The  traversing  of  each  one  of 
these  minute  portions  severally  and  successively  is 
irrevocable ;  it  happens  and  is  gone  for  ever.  There 
is  time.  But  is  not  each  minute  portion  of  the  arc, 
described  on  the  screen,  gone  irrevocably  also?  No. 
We  see  the  arc  and  the  screen  all  at  once,  and  it 
remains,  while  the  ball  moves  over  it.  There  is 
xpace.  The  space  remains  in  time;  the  traversing 
vanishes  in  time ;  but  what  of  the  moving  body,  the 
ball? 

I  mean,  is  it  one  and  the  same  ball  in  a,  a',  a",  fyc., 
or  is  it  a  slightly  different  ball  in  each  portion,  or  is 
it  a  wholly  different  one  ?  Physically,  no  doubt,  it 
is  slightly  different.  Perceptually,  it  is  wholly  dif 
ferent,  being  perceived  at  different  times.  Concep 
tually,  it  is  wholly  the  same,  since  logic  abstracts 
from  all  difference  but  difference  in  kind.  Of  the 
three,  perceptually  is  the  mode  in  which  it  concerns 
us  at  present.  There  is  a  ball  at  a,  a  ball  at  a',  a  ball 
at  a",  &c. 

Now  let  us  make  the  attempt  to  suppose  all  these 
balls,  or  if  you  like  states  of  one  ball,  to  be  drawn 
out,  so  to  speak,  so  as  to  form  a  coexistent  series, 
just  as  the  portions  of  the  arc,  a,  a',  a",  fyc.,  coexist. 
Instead  of  vanishing,  let  the  movements  be  (if  pos 
sible)  preserved,  as  a  series  of  balls  or  states  of  the 
one  ball.  The  movements  of  the  ball  in  time  would 
thus  become  fixed,  as  a  series  of  permanent  states  in 
spaou. 
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BCHKIX!'  Is  this  a  possible  supposition?    Clearly  not.    And 

T^        why  not?    Because  it  contravenes  the  fact  of  the  im- 

Theio^acu~  penetrability  of  physical  matter.  The  balls  would 
have  to  interpenetrate  one  another,  or  parts  of  them 
would  have  to  interpenetrate  other  parts,  unless  they 
were  reduced  to  mathematical  points,  which  is  inad 
missible.  We  cannot  therefore  imagine  the  move 
ments  of  solid  bodies  preserved  in  time,  as  a  series  of 
coexistent  states,  unless  we  can,  either  by  imagining 
a  new  capacity  in  space,  or  by  some  other  means,  get 
rid  of  the  impenetrability  of  physical  matter.  Whether 
any  such  enabling  hypothesis  is  possible,  is  a  question 
not  for  science,  not  for  metaphysic,  but  for  the  con 
structive  branch  of  philosophy. 

But  it  is  different  when  we  come  to  enquire  into 
the  two  first  of  the  three  cases  mentioned,  empirical 
consciousness  and  change.  These  are  coeval  with 
and  inseparable  from  each  other.  And  they  are  to  be 
considered  as  arising  in,  and  depending  on.  the  mo 
tions  or  tendencies  to  motion  (of  some  sort  or  other) 
in  solid  matter,  namely,  in  the  nervous  organism. 
These  motions  and  this  matter  take  the  place  of  the 
moving  ball  in  the  foregoing  illustration.  But  the 

O  c5  O 

changes  and  the  conscious  states,  attached  to  them 
and  depending  on  them,  may  now,  if  we  choose,  be 
very  well  imagined  as  preserved  in  time,  and  forming 
a  series  of  coexistent  states,  the  objects  or  objective 
aspects  of  the  successive  and  vanishing  states  of  pre 
sentation  attached  to  the  successive  and  vanishing 
motions  of  the  nervous  organism.  We  are  not  re 
stricted  to  imagine  these  objective  states  as  arising 
and  vanishing  with  the  subjective  states  correspond 
ing  to  them,  but  may  imagine  both  the  past  and  the 
future  existing  permanently,  waiting  the  summons  of 
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their  condition,  the  causal  movements  of  the  nervous      BCHKIXL 
organism,  in  order  to  be,  the  future  called,  the  past         — 
recalled,  into  consciousness.    Subjectively  they  would     The1J^[acu" 
arise  and  vanish  with  those  movements,  but  objec 
tively  they  would   exist   permanently ;    the   future 
would  have  already  taken  place,  just  as  much  as  the 
past. 

I  said  above1  that  I  should  recur  to  this  point; 
and  the  foregoing  remarks  may  serve  also  to  explain 
my  illustration  of  the  mosaic  pavement.  We  are  at 
liberty  to  consider  the  phenomena  in  this  way,  be 
cause  we  are  ignorant  of  two  things,  1st,  of  the  mode 
of  connection  between  consciousness  and  its  organism ; 
2nd,  of  the  conditions  which  determine  the  origin  of 
solid,  physical,  matter,  of  which  the  organism  is  a 
case.  From  subjective  analysis  we  know  that  physical 
matter  is  a  combination  of  visual  and  tactual  sensa 
tions.  But  we  do  not  know  what  determines  this 
combination,  nor  do  we  know  whether  a  conscious 
ness  may  not  be  possible  on  other  conditions  than 
that  of  a  physically  material  organism. 

We  are  accordingly  at  liberty  to  imagine  states 
of  consciousness  objectively  existing  without  that 
condition,  and  prior  to  the  particular  combination  of 
them  into  the  states  of  physical  matter.  But  ob 
serve,  any  hypothesis  as  to  the  mode  in  which  this 
combination  takes  place,  or  any  hypothesis  as  to 
other  conditions  of  a  consciousness  besides  physical 
matter,  would  be  an  hypothesis,  not  in  science,  not 
in  metaphysic,  but  in  the  constructive  branch  of 
philosophy.  It  would  require,  at  least,  a  speculation 
either  as  to  a  fourth  dimension,  a  new  capacity,  in 
space,  or  else  a  new  capacity  in  visual  and  tactual 
1  At  p.  156. 
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^fix!'      sensations,  by  which  they  could  be  combined  with- 
—         out  the  property  of  impenetrability,  so  as  to  intensify 
TheiJilracu"    tne  content  °f  space  without  recourse  to  the  notion 
of  crowding  or  pressing,  whether  it  be  a  crowding  of 
parts  external  one  to   the  other,   or  a  crowding  of 
vibrations  increasing  in  velocity.     But  be  the  hypo 
thesis  what  it  will,  whatever  it  may  involve,  it  will 
not  be  metaphysic,  because  it  will  not  be  analysis,  and 
it  will  not  be  science,  because  the  causation  will  not  be 
of  the  only  kind  known  to  us  by  actual  experience. 

I  am  not,  of  course,  maintaining  that  the  sup 
posed  fixity  of  the  objective  aspects  of  conscious 
states  in  time  is  the  truth ;  but  merely  bringing 
forward  the  conception  of  it  as  a  means  of  enabling 
us  to  imagine  how  an  ideally  perfect  intelligence 
would  perceive  his  universe.  He  would  perceive  it 
as  an  eternal  picture,  with  infinite  difference  of  parts, 
but  difference  without  change.  We  on  the  contrary 
perceive  no  difference  but  by  means  of,  or  presented 
in,  change  in  states  of  consciousness. 

The  apparent  obstacle,  again,  to  our  getting  rid 
of  this  necessity  of  change  consists  in  the  fact  that 
our  consciousness  is  bound  up  with  a  physically 
material  organism,  the  movements  in  which  must  be 
vanishing  and  successive,  owing  to  the  impenetra 
bility  of  the  matter. 

Three  problems  are  thus  suggested  to  our  enquiry. 
The  first  concerns  the  mode  of  connection  between 
consciousness  as  we  know  it  and  the  processes  of  the 
living  material  organism  upon  which  it  depends. 
This  is  a  problem  for  psychological  science.  Both  the 
terminus  a  quo  and  the  terminus  ad  quern  are  known 
phenomena;  we  have  to  discover  the  mode  or  the 
circumstances  of  their  connection. 
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The  second  problem  arises  out  of  the  first,  and 
carries  us  at  once  into  the  constructive  branch  of 
philosophy.  It  relates  to  the  conditions  of  arising  of 
physical  matter  and  motion ;  matter  and  motion 
being,  in  all  probability,  as  we  have  seen  above,1 
coeval  and  inseparable ;  and  the  former  problem 
leading  up  to  this,  because  the  nervous  organism  is 
a  case  or  instance  of  physical  matter  in  motion. 

The  third  problem  carries  us  still  farther  into  the 
constructive  branch.  It  relates  to  the  condition  of 
change  itself  in  consciousness,  subjectively  taken. 
Matter  in  motion  is  the  apparent  obstacle  in  the  way 
of  our  imagining  consciousness  to  be  fixed ;  but  this 
does  not  imply  that  matter  in  motion  is  the  sole  con 
dition  of  change  in  consciousness;  there  may  be 
other  conditions,  relating  to  consciousness  at  large, 
as  well  as  this  condition  which  relates  to  conscious 
ness  in  dependence  on  a  nervous  organism.  In  fact, 
considered  subjectively,  change  is  the  larger  notion 
or  fact,  of  which  motion  is  a  special  instance, — since 
it  is  at  once  change  in  space  as  well  as  in  time.  Con 
sciousness  in  its  lowest  terms,  as  actually  known  to 
us,  is  a  succession  of  different  feelings,  as  we  saw  in 
Chapter  IY.  If,  then,  it  is  possible,  as  we  have  seen 
that  it  is,  under  certain  hypothetical  circumstances, 
namely,  at  infinity,  to  sunder  change  and  difference 
in  consciousness,  to  conceive  consciousness  of  differ 
ence  without  change,  then  the  further  question  arises, 
-What  are  the  conditions  of  difference  being  per 
ceived  as  change,  of  different  feelings  coming  to  be 
perceived  as  vanishing  and  successive? 

It  seems  as  if  this  question  touched  the  very  core 
of  the  difference  between  a  finite  imperfect  intelli- 
1  Vol.  I.  p.  266. 
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gence  and  an  infinite  intelligence  of  ideal  perfection. 
Until  infinity  is  reached  in  knowledge,  however  large 
the  object,  however  delicate  the  sensibility,  of  pre- 
sentative  perception,  change  remains  an  inseparable 
feature  of  all  empirical  consciousness,  and  representa 
tion  remains  as  essential  an  ingredient  of  it  as  pre 
sentation. 


CHAPTER  X. 


CERTITUDE  AND  TRUTH. 


<S  1.  To   ask  if  there  is   a   Constructive   Branch  of     BOOK"T- 

"^  vyH.    Jv» 

Philosophy,  if  there  is  an   Unseen  World,  beyond        — 
this   of  ours  in  which   all  things  depend  for  their       Church 

Philosophy. 

existence  upon  solid  moving  matter,  an  unseen  world 
which  yet  we  can  and  do  know  something  of, — to  ask 
this  question  is  one  and  the  same  thing  as  asking 
whether  Time,  Space,  Feeling,  the  Postulates  of 
Logic,  and  the  Axiom  of  Uniformity,  or  any  of  them, 
have  universal  and  necessary  validity,  that  is  to  say, 
a  validity  beyond  the  particular  combinations  or  in 
stances  of  them  with  which  we  are  acquainted  in  the 
actual  world. 

We  may  put  this  same  question  in  yet  a  third 
shape:  Beyond  direct  perception,  is  there  a  world 
embraced  by  reflective,  and  do  we  know  anything 
of  it? 

To  Hegel  there  is  no  question  of  this  kind  pos 
sible.  Or  rather  it  is  answered,  in  the  affirmative, 
before  it  can  be  asked.  In  other  words,  the  answer 
is  assumed  by  his  method  of  analysis.  His  Absolute 
obliterates  the  distinction  between  direct  and  re 
flective  perception,  upon  which  the  question  rests. 
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Hegel's  universe  may  be  pictured,  though  solely  by 
way  of  illustration  and  to  aid  our  comprehension  of 
it,  as  follows. 

Out  of  space,  out  of  time,  there  is  a  point  of 
logical  contradiction,  dividing  an  infinite  line  into 

O  <J 

contradictory  parts  (representing  terms  in  a  proposi 
tion).  As  opposites  these  parts  are  incompatible 
terms ;  but  united  they  are  one  term.  One  is  exist 
ence,  the  other  nothing.  The  point  of  contradiction 
both  divides  and  unites  them.  Passing  from  one  to 
the  other  across  that  point,  they  repel  each  other ; 
but  still  they  are  parts  of  one  straight  line.  Imagine, 
then,  that  united  they  form  a  new  line,  on  one  side 
only  of  the  point  of  contradiction ;  so  that  this  new 
line  or  term,  which  is  Hegel's  Becoming  (Werden),  or 
rather  its  result,  Something  (Etwas),  is  like  a  radius, 
while  the  two  first  together  are  a  diameter.  The 
negativity  makes  its  diametrical  terms  into  radii, 
and  each  new  radius  into  a  new  diameter;  in  short 
becomes  the  self-turning  axis  of  a  wheel,  producing 
as  it  turns,  and  filling  an  infinite  circumference  with 
pairs  of  contradictory  and  infinite  radii.  These  are 
the  Concepts  of  the  Logic. 

When  the  wheel  is  full  of  spokes,  that  is,  at  the 
limit  of  completion  of  the  Concept,  imagine  it  to  re 
volve  on  the  last  and  longest  of  its  diameters,  at  right 
angles  to  its  first  axis  ;  it  will  then  describe  a  sphere, 
filled  with  infinite  planes,  in  infinite  number.  These 
are  the  concrete  existents  of  the  Philosophy  of 
Nature. 

But  again,  at  the  limit  of  completion,  the  sphere 
revolves,  on  an  axis  at  right  angles  to  the  last,  and 
fills  itself  again  with  a  new  content,  compounded  of 
the  two  former,  the  abstract  concepts  of  the  logic  to- 


CERTITUDE  AND  TRUTH.  •  173 

gether  with  the  perceptual  existents  of  nature.     It      BCHKX! 
now  represents   an   infinity   of  actual   self-conscious         ^ 
beings,  comprised  in  an  absolute  being,  the  object  of 
the  Philosophy  of  Mind.     The  centre  of  the  whole  is 
the  principle  of  contradiction,  the  eternal  well-spring 
of  thought,  motion,  and  life;  and  reflection  is  bound 
up,  and  assumed  along  with  the  principle  of  contra 
diction,  just  as  every  other  kind  of  content  is. 

The  possibility  of  a  world  of  reflection,  as  distin 
guished  from  one  of  direct  perception,  is  not  a  question 
in  a  theory  of  this  nature;  that  world  is  already 
actual;  " contradiction"  or  negativity,  in  assuming  a 
perceptual  content,  obliterates  the  distinction  be 
tween  the  two  kinds  of  perception,  and  the  function 
of  reflection  would  be  represented,  in  our  imaginary 
sphere,  by  the  welding  into  one,  or  identifying  as  one 
straight  line,  any  two  opposite,  or  contradictory, 
radii.  The  Hegelian  school,  then,  answers  the  ques 
tion  without  asking  it.  by  an  assumption  which  pre 
cludes  its  arising.  There  is  another  school,  that  of 
Comtian  Positivism,  which  neglects  the  question  as 
otiose  and  mischievous.  There  is  another  school, 
that  of  Hamilton,  Mansel,  and  Mr.  Spencer,  which 
holds  that  the  question  is  answered  by  an  Unknow 
able  Existence.  There  is  a  fourth  school,  which  I 
have  already  called  English  Positivism,  which  holds 
that  there  is  no  such  question  at  all ;  science  is  to  it 
philosophy.  There  is  yet  another  school, — though 
not  primarily  a  school  but  a  Church, — which  makes 
its  profit  out  of  these  divergent  opinions  and  the 
lacunae  which  they  leave  in  knowledge ;  which  profits 
by  them  to  establish  a  foregone  conclusion  of  its  own, 
the  conclusion  which  is  requisite  for  its  existence  as 
a  Church,  the  conclusion  of  a  definite  arid  super- 
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'     natural   revelation  from   the    unseen   world   to   the 
^j~        seen. 

Philosophy  ^  church  philosophy  is  no  philosophy,  but  the 

antagonist  and  denial  of  all.  It  is  so  by  an  ineradi 
cable  necessity  of  its  nature  ;  it  can  cease  to  be  anti- 
philosophical  only  by  ceasing  to  be  what  it  is,  a 
church  philosophy.  And  for  this  reason,  that  its 
existence  as  a  church  philosophy  involves  the  one 
sole  feature  which  is  the  contrary  of  the  search  for 
Truth,  the  feature  of  making  a  particular  doctrine  a 
sine  qua  non,  the  feature  of  maintaining  a  foregone 
conclusion.  In  vain  do  the  philosophers  of  such  a 
pretended  philosophy  appeal  to  the  apparent  obvious 
ness  or  necessity  of  the  principles  upon  which  they 
build;  their  foregone  conclusion  vitiates  their  reason 
ing  ab  initio.  They  love  what  they  are  pleased  to  call 
Christianity  better  than  truth  ;  they  are  Christians 
(so  called)  first,  truth-seekers  afterwards,  they  love 
truth  incidentally,  zura  ffvpfizfiqzog,  because  what  they 
call  Christianity  happens  also  (in  their  opinion)  to  be 
true. 

I  am  not  alluding  in  these  words  to  the  openly 
avowed  submission  of  the  results  of  reasoning  to  the 
dicta  of  an  infallible  church,  so  frequently  to.  be  met 
with  in  the  writings  of  Roman  Catholics.  It  is  a  far 
deeper  vice,  and  having  therefore  a  far  wider  influ 
ence,  than  this,  which  is  but  one  result  of  it,  that  I 
have  now  in  view.  When  once  an  infallible  church 
has  been  admitted  to  exist,  then  the  members  of  it 
must  suspend  their  own  judgment,  the  judgment  of 
any  individual,  upon  its  infallible  dicta,  in  any  matter 
where  it  pleases  to  pronounce.  This  is  merely  the 
fruit  of  the  principle  which  I  speak  of.  The  question 
is,  how  comes  an  infallible  church  to  be  admitted  at 
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all?  The  logical  requisite  of  it  is  the  belief,  that  a 
distinct  and  particular  revelation  of  events  and  doc- 
trines  has  been  and  is  being  made  from  the  unseen 
world  to  the  seen. 

The  fact  of  such  a  revelation  it  is  sought  to  prove 
partly  by  occurrences  said  to  have  taken  place  in  the 
seen  world ;  and  partly  by  a  priori  reasoning,  reason 
ing  of  a  pseudo-philosophical  kind  (there  being  a 
foregone  conclusion  to  establish),  directed  to  show 
first  the  possibility,  and  then  the  probability  of  the 
revelation. 

This  is  not  the  place  to  insist  upon  the  reasons 
which  have  led  the  spiritual  nature  of  man  to  revolt 
against  the  conclusions  of  the  existence  of  an  infallible 
church,  or  of  any  church  existing  as  the  depositary 
and  mouthpiece  of  such  a  revelation  as  I  have  de 
scribed.  The  practical  consequences  which  have 
resulted  from  a  body  of  men  arrogating  the  function, 
and  armed  with  a  corresponding  power,  of  maintain 
ing  a  doctrine  supposed  to  be  absolutely  true  and 
necessary,  have  over  and  over  again  called  out,  thanks 
be  to  God,  the  most  determined  spirit  of  opposition. 
The  whole  spiritual  nature  of  man  revolts  against 
the  tyranny.  As  a  social,  as  a  moral,  as  a  religious 
being,  no  less  than  as  an  intellectual  one,  the  whole 
being  of  man  rises  in  the  holiest  of  rebellions. 

But  what  I  have  here  to  do  with  are  the  logical 
principles  upon  which  this  conclusion  rests.  Nor  yet 
with  all  of  these,  but  with  those  of  them  only  which 
are,  or  claim  to  be,  of  a  philosophical  character ;  that 
is,  not  with  the  historical  occurrences  which  are  made 
part  of  the  proof  of  the  supposed  fact  of  a  revelation, 
but  with  the  grounds  of  its  possibility  and  probability 
which  must  be  sought  for  on  philosophical  territory. 
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Philosophy  has  the  duty  of  repelling  these  incursions, 
of  keeping  itself  untainted  by  the  vice  of  foregone 
conclusions,  of  refusing  the  sanction  of  its  sacred 
name  to  principles  and  methods  adopted  for  any 
other  purpose  than  that  of  searching  for  truth. 

What  then  are  the  principles  and  methods  of  this 
antiphilosophical  philosophy,  by  means  of  which  is 
established  the  possibility  of  a  distinct  and  particular 
Revelation  from  the  unseen  world  to  the  seen?  I 
use  the  words  distinct  and  particular  revelation,  rather 
to  designate  and  denote  than  to  define  or  connote 
what  I  mean.  In  one  sense,  all  feeling,  all  conscious 
ness,  is  revelation;  objects  are  revealed  by  sight  and 
touch;  the  sun  in  heaven  and  God  in  the  unseen 
world  are  revealed  by  their  own  light.  But  it  is  a 
different  kind  of  revelation  that  is  now  intended,  it 
is  a  revelation  of  particular  doctrines  supposed  to  have 
been  made  to  a  particular  set  of  men,  and  continued 
to  their  successors;  a  revelation  of  the  decrees  of 
God  and  of  his  dealings  with  the  world,  beginning 
with  his  creating  it.  Henceforth  in  this  Chapter 
when  I  use  the  term  revelation  alone,  it  will  be  in 
this  latter  sense. 

The  problem  is — in  the  whole  intricate  labyrinth 
of  the  existing  scholastic  philosophy  (so  called),  to 
put  our  finger  upon  that  or  those  fontal  fallacies 
which  are  the  basis  of  the  system.  The  system  itself 
consists  of  a  series  of  explanations,  often  of  extreme 
subtilty,  directed  to  get  rid  of  difficulties,  which  arise 
in  the  first  instance  from  the  fontal  error,  and  in 
the  following  instances  from  each  preceding  expla 
nation  ;  each  explanation  introducing  a  new  difficulty 
requiring  a  new  explanation.  The  entire  series  of 
explanations,  introduced  to  elude  difficulties  which 
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ought  never  to  have  arisen,  simulates  the  character      B£°KXI 
of  a  system  of  philosophy ;  in  reality  it  has  proved         — 
nothing,  but  (at  best)  has  removed  objections  to  its     P1Jy~£ 
own  first  principle  or  fontal  error.     It  is  a  system  of 
hypotheses  devised  to  make  apparently  tenable  the 
single    principle   or   principles,   which   thus    are   its 
conclusion  as  well  as  its  basis.     What  is  this  fontal 
error  ? 

It  is  nothing  else  (as  I  shall  proceed  to  show) 
than  treating  Existence  as  an  object  of  direct  instead 
of  reflective  perception.  Existence  is  by  this  means 
made  an  absolute,  taken  as  something  known  because 

7  O 

familiar,  as  something  of  which  we  know  that  it  exists 
without  having  any  knowledge  of  what  it  is.  In  one 
word  it  is  the  assertion  of  existence  as  a  Thing-in- 
itself.  To  know  anything  about  what  such  existents 
are,  since  we  have  by  hypothesis  cut  them  off  from 
ordinary  knowledge,  requires  a  supernatural  inter 
vention,  in  other  words  a  Revelation.  Thus  the  basis 
of  Church  philosophy  and  scientist  philosophy  is  the 
same.  Both  proceed  from  the  same  fontal  error,  of 
putting  direct  consciousness  in  the  place  of  reflective. 
And  both  are  equally  opposed  to  the  Philosophy  of 
Reflection. 

The  whole  of  ordinary  knowledge  bears  this  reve- 
lationary  stamp,  bears  the  character  of  a  discovery  of 
something  absolute,  separate  from  the  mind  that  dis 
covers  it.  The  mind  itself  is  known  in  the  same 
fashion.  Here  stands  the  mind,  there  other  existents. 
It  also  is  an  absolute,  and  is  known  to  itself  as  such ; 
we  are  supposed  to  know  that  we  have  a  mind,  before 
we  know  what  that  mind  is  like.  The  mind  is  re 
vealed  to  itself,  and  other  existents  to  the  mind.  In 
ordinary  knowledge  there  is  held  to  be  a  certain 
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machinery  by  which  this  revelation  is  effected ;  the 
mind  works  in  certain  ways,  works  by  means  of  a 
Phiioso  h  certain  set  of  most  abstract  concepts,  by  which  it 
"cognises"  the  "essence,"  the  "real  ground,"  the 
u  substantia,"  of  itself  and  of  other  existents.  The 
correspondence  between  these  concepts  and  the 
u  essence"  of  the  existents, — how  comes  it  about, 
what  guarantees  it  ?  Nothing.  This  is  what  I  mean 
by  calling  it  a  revelation.  Both  the  that  and  the  what 
of  existents,  as  well  mental  as  bodily,  are  revealed  in 
this  sense.  For  these  existents  are  first  assumed  as 
existing  per  se,  (revelation  the  first) ;  and  next  they 
are  cognised  by  means  of  concepts  assumed  to  cor 
respond  to  their  real  and  inmost  nature,  (revelation 
the  second). 

This  being  supposed  to  be  the  character  of  ordi 
nary  knowledge,  it  is  easy  arid  indeed  necessary  to 
apply  the  same  rule  to  supra-ordinary,  to  the  know 
ledge  of  the  unseen  world.  In  ordinary  knowledge 
we  have  a  content  of  sense  perceptions  to  begin  with, 
to  which  our  knowledge  of  real  existents  by  means 
of  concepts  is  applicable.  In  supra-ordinary  know 
ledge,  we  have  the  knowledge  of  real  existents  by 
means  of  concepts  to  begin  with,  the  content  of  that 
knowledge  must  be  supplied  from  elsewhere.  It  is 
supplied  by  Revelation,  in  the  usual  sense  of  the  term  ; 
a  revelation  from  the  Beings  of  the  unseen  world,  a 
revelation  not  to  the  bodily  but  to  the  mental  eye. 

The  whole  weight  of  this  theory  rests,  not  on  the 
possibility  of  this  latter  revelation  from  the  unseen 
to  the  seen  world,  but  on  the  possibility  of  the  two 
former  revelations  (so  called  by  me) ;  in  other  words, 
on  the  truth  of  the  theory  of  cognition  which  it  in 
volves.  The  question  is — Do  we  cognise,  by  most 
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abstract  concepts,  the  "essence,"  the  "real  ground,"      ^^x1 
of  existents  ?     Or  is  this  essence,  this  real  ground,  a        — 
pure  fiction,  resulting  from  an  hypothesis,  from  an     p.^11^ 
hypothetical  mode  of  cognition,  adopted  to  explain 
the  fact  of  knowledge  on  the  assumption  of  a  sepa 
ration   between   the    thing    knowing   and  the  thing 
known?    The    gist  of  the    whole  matter   is  in   the 
analysis  of  the  phenomenon  of  cognition. 

Once  assume  the  separateness,  as  well  as  the  dis 
tinctness,  of  things  knowing  and  things  known ;  once 
assume  that  existents  are  absolute,  things-in-them- 
selves,  objects  of  direct  and  not  of  reflective  percep 
tion  ;  and  almost  any  hypothesis  to  account  for  their 
combination  in  cognition  will  become  plausible. 
They,  or  the  words  which  stand  for  them,  are  so 
clearly  combined  in  cognition,  that  the  mind  is 
tempted  to  regard  as  superfluous  any  theory  as  to 
how  they  are  combined ;  we  are  impatient  of  expla 
nations  of  a  fact,  which  as  a  fact  is  so  obvious.  Idle 
futilities,  word-making  and  word-fighting,  we  exclaim 
in  disgust.  Meantime  the  Scholastic  goes  on  his  way 
rejoicing,  with  his  assumption  as  good  as  granted, 
his  theory  as  good  as  received,  the  scholastic  philo 
sophy  as  good  as  established;  at  any  rate  enabling 
him  to  make  the  claim,  that  the  doctrines  of  the 
Church  have  the  support  of  reason  and  of  philosophy. 


§  2.  The  only  church  that  has  a  philosophy  distinct         §  2. 
from,  but  yet  wholly  at  the  service  of,  its  theology,    Scholasticism, 
is  I  believe  the  Church  of  Borne.     Its  philosophy  is 
the    scholasticism   of  St.    Thomas    Aquinas ;    which 
within  that  church  flourishes  in  full  vigour,  although 
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£Txn'  not  much  regarded  by  the  rest  of  the  world,  which 
"^Y  from  the  era  of  the  Renaissance  downwards  has  pre- 
ferred  to  philosophise  without  the  trammels  of  a 
foregone  conclusion.  Perhaps  no  better  authority  on 
the  nature  and  scope  of  this  scholasticism  could  be 
found  than  the  able  and  learned  work  of  Father 
Kleutgen,  "  The  Philosophy  of  the  Foretime  De 
fended;"1  a  work  which,  although  primarily  directed 
against  dissidents  from  this  pure  philosophy  within 
the  fold  of  the  Church,  yet  combats  their  arguments 
by  exhibiting  in  its  completeness  the  whole  edifice  of 
scholasticism  from  base  to  roof. 

The  ''Philosophy  of  the  Foretime"  has  three 
main  divisions.2  The  first  treats  of  the  Intellectual 
Perceptions  (Vorstellungen),  and  of  Realism,  Nomi 
nalism,  and  Formalism,  in  other  words,  of  the  Theory 
of  Cognition.  The  second  treats  of  the  basis  of 
philosophy,  that  is,  of  Certitude  ;  of  the  Principles  of 
Thought;  and  of  Method.  The  third  treats  of  the 
content,  or  truths  established  by  philosophy,  includ 
ing  them  under  the  four  heads,  Existence,  Nature, 
Man,  and  God.  The  doctrine  of  Certitude,  which  is 
here  treated  in  the  second  place,  is  that  part  of  the 
whole  system  which  prepares  the  ground  for  the 
doctrine  of  Revelation.  Hence  it  often  holds  the 
foremost  place  with  Scholastic  writers;  for  instance 
in  Father  Balmes'  Philosophic  Fondamentale  ;3  and 

1  Die  Philosophie  der  Vorzeit  vertheidigt  von  Joseph  Kleutgen, 
Priester  der  Gesellschaft  Jesu.    Zugabe  zur  "  Theologie  der  Vorzeit." 
2   vols.   8vo.      Minister  1860 — 1863.     With  several  Appendices 
(Beilagen). 

2  Work  cited,  Introduction,  Vol.  I.  p.  22-3.    With  the  Table  of 
Contents. 

3  Philosophie  Fondamentale  par  Jacques  Balmes.     Traduite  de 
1'Espagnol  par  Ed.  Manec.     Paris,  1852. 
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the  Introduction  to  Mr.  Ward's  Treatise  on  Nature 
and  Grace.1  And  it  forms  the  entire  content  of  Dr. 
Newman's  acutely  argued  work,  The  Grammar  of 
Assent,  certitude  being  a  complex  assent.2 

But  the  true  place  of  the  doctrine  of  Certitude  in 
a  complete  system  of  scholasticism  is,  I  think,  where 
Father  Kleutgen  sets  it,  that  is,  in  dependence  on  the 
general  theory  of  cognition.  For  we  find  that,  wThen 
the  truth  of  our  certitude  comes  into  question,  this 
has  its  basis  only  in  the  doctrine  of  self-cognition,  of 
that  cognition  of  our  own  u essence"  (Wesen),  where 
by  we  are  supposed  to  know,  not  only  that  we  know 
anything,  but  also  that  we  know  the  truth  in  that 
knowledge.  In  other  words,  the  doctrine  of  Certi 
tude  depends  on  the  kind  of  knowledge  we  have  of 
our  own  being. 

Thus  we  read  in  Father  Kleutgen :  "  But  we  find 
in  the  Foretime  also  the  express  doctrine,  that  the 
mind  is  made  capable  of  Certitude  solely  by  this,  by 
its  cognising  not  merely  its  activity  but  also  its 
essence  (Wesen).  Indeed  it  is  just  this  which  St. 
Thomas  means  specially  to  prove  in  the  passage  above 
cited.  We  become  certain  by  this,  namely,  by  cog 
nising  the  truth  of  our  cognising,  that  is,  the  agree 
ment  of  our  thought  with  the  existence  (Sein)  of 
things.  But  this  the  mind  could  not  do,  if  it  cognised 
merely  its  activity,  and  not  also  the  nature  of  that 
activity ;  again  it  can  cognise  this  nature  of  its 
activity  only  because  it  cognises  the  nature  of  the 
active  principle,  i.e.,  itself;  having  the  insight  (einse- 

1  On  Nature   and  Grace.     By  William  George  Ward,  D.Ph. 
Book  I.    London,  1860. 

2  An  Essay  in  aid  of  a  Grammar  of  Assent.     By  John  Henry 
Newman,  D.D.     2nd  edit.  1870.     See  Part  II.  Ch.  7.  p.  203. 
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BCHKX!L     twnd)  that  it  lies  in  its  essence  (Weseri)  to  cognise 

"^7        things  as  they  are."1 

Scholasticism.  The  whole  question  of  the  basis  of  certitude  de 
pends,  then,  upon  the  nature  of  self-consciousness  and 
of  self-cognition,  that  is,  speaking  generally,  of  the 
phenomena  of  Reflection.  The  doctrine  of  Reflection 
is  one  upon  which  Scholasticism  very  highly  prides 
itself.  It  claims  to  have  insisted  on  the  Cartesian 
Cogito  long  before  Descartes.  Thus  we  read :  "  It  is 
made  a  merit  of  Descartes'  to  have  recognised  that 
self-consciousness  comes  to  pass,  not  by  a  logical 
inference,  but  by  a  simple  mental  insight  (Geistesblick). 
Our  readers  however  will  not  fail  to  see,  that  this  is 
the  very  thing  enunciated  in  the  doctrine  of  St. 
Thomas  just  expounded."2  And  again:  "This  his 
doctrine"  [that  of  St.  Thomas]  uis  however  in  the 
fullest  accordance  with  the  whole  cognition  theory  of 
the  Scholastics,  and  that  view  of  the  return  of  the 
mind  upon  itself  was  so  general,  that  they  were  wont 
to  designate  the  mind,  in  contradistinction  to  sense, 
as  principium,  quod  super  se  ipsum  reflectitur,  or 
more  briefly:  principium  reflexivum."3 

Now  it  is  in  this  very  theory  of  Reflection,  the 
scholastic  theory  of  it,  that  I  shall  attempt  to  make 
good  my  objection  made  above,  that  the  scholastics 
treat  existence  as  an  object  of  direct  instead  of  re 
flective  perception.  They  do  so  by  assuming  the  mind 
as  a  substance  before  it  is  known  in  reflection ;  whereby 
it  becomes  of  small  importance  what  may  afterwards 

1  Phil.  d.  Vorzeit,  §  107.  Vol.  I.  p.  186.     See  also  another  pass 
age  to  the  same  effect,  §  297.  Vol.  I.  p.  490.     "  Wir  haben  olen 
vernommen ubereinzustimmen" 

2  Work  cited,  §  105.  Vol.  I.  p.  182. 

3  Work  cited,  §  107.  Vol.  I.  p.  187. 
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be  held  concerning  the  reflexive  functions  of  the  sub-  ^Tx! 
stance  so  assumed.  Unless  indeed  it  were  to  be  found,  — 
that  reflection  furnished  proof  that  the  original  as- 
sumption  was  true,  and  that  the  mind  was  such  a 
substance  as  they  allege.  But  this  is  a  proof  which 
never  comes.  Their  mental  substance,  or  principle 
(Prinzip)  as  it  is  very  frequently  called,  is  an  assump 
tion  from  beginning  to  end,  an  assumption  bound  up 
with  their  analysis  of  the  reflective  act,  and  then 
supposed  to  be  proved  by  that  analysis.  It  is  a  com 
paratively  easy  task  to  combat  scientists,  who  simply 
omit  the  phenomena  of  reflection  from  their  purview; 
it  is  more  difficult  to  disentangle  truth  from  error  in 
the  views  of  such  a  writer  as  Mr.  Lewes,  with  his 
partial  insight  into  the  nature  of  those  phenomena. 
But  it  becomes  a  task  of  no  common  difficulty  and 
delicacy,  to  discriminate  and  discard  the  assumption 
of  absolute  existents  in  a  system  which,  being  pro 
fessedly  based  on  reflection,  must  necessarily  intro 
duce  the  assumption  in  a  manner  to  elude  even  the 
acute  vision  of  its  own  expositors. 

Father  Kleutgen  begins  his  exposition  of  this 
branch  of  the  subject  as  follows:  "The  Scholastics 
teach,  with  one  accord,  that  our  soul  cognises  itself 
only  through  its  activity,  and  not  at  all  through  in 
tuition  (AnscJiauung)  of  its  essence."1  It  is  then  no 
intuition,  intellectual  intuition  of  the  nature  of  the 
mind,  that  is  maintained  by  scholasticism.  Father 
Kleutgen  puts  aside  this  view  at  the  outset. 

He  then  proceeds  to  distinguish  two  things,  self- 
consciousness,  or  actual  (wirklich)  knowledge  of  con 
scious  states,  "  die  blosse  Erfassung  unsers  concreten 
und   mdividuelleri    Seins,"  and   self- cognition,   uEr- 
i  Phil.  d.  Vorzeit,  §  102.  Vol.  I.  p.  176. 
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CHKxH>  kenntniss  unserer  Natur  d.  i.,  der  Beschaffenheit  dieses 
—  Seins;"1  the  perception  of  our  existence  and  the  cog- 
n^on  °^  ^s  nature.  Self-consciousness  gives  us  the 
fact  of  our  existence,  "  dass  wir  sind;"  we  perceive 
our  own  "  activity;"  it  is  a  further  question,  what  is 
requisite  to  tell  us  wliat  that  existence  is,  "  was  wir 
sind."2  The  mere  presence  of  the  soul  to  itself  does 
not  suffice  to  tell  us  this.  "  True,  we  distinguish,  in 
the  consciousness  of  our  self  which  we  get  by  this 
presence,  our  existence  (Sein)  from  our  thought 
(Denkeri) ;  aye,  self-consciousness  first  arises  in  and 
by  (durcK)  this  distinction.  For  we  cannot  appre 
hend  the  thought  as  our  thought,  without  opposing 
our  existence  to  our  thought.  He  that  says,  /  think, 
refers  thereby  the  thought  which  he  perceives  to  him 
self  as  the  Subject  and  Ground  of  it.  But  since  we 
at  any  rate  know  of  this  Subject  and  Ground  only 
by  means  of  the  activity  which  is  in  and  comes  from 
it,  therefore  its  nature  (Beschaffenheit)  also  can  only 
be  inferred  by  us  from  the  nature  of  its  activity."3 

Here,  then,  I  observe  we  see  opened  two  branches 
of  the  enquiry ;  the  first,  how  we  come  to  think  our 
self  as  subject  and  ground  of  our  thoughts,  in  mere 
self-consciousness;  the  second,  how  we  come  to  know 
the  nature  of  this  subject  and  ground.  Father 
Kleutgen  does  not  make  this  observation ;  he  passes 
at  once  to  the  second  of  these  questions,  without 
noticing  that  there  are  two,  and  that  he  leaves  the 
first  unanswered,  apparently  assuming,  as  something 
quite  obvious  and  familiar,  that  mere  self-conscious 
ness  includes  the  notions  of  Subject  and  Ground. 

1  Phil.  d.  Yorzeit,  §  103.  Vol.  I.  p.  178. 

2  Work  cited,  §  104.  Vol.  I.  p.  180. 

3  Same  passage  continued. 
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He  goes  at  once  to  the  second  question.  "  If,"  he  Bc°Kxn 
says,  "we  would  know  its  nature"  [i.e.,  of  our  think- 
ing]  "we  must  first  sever  it  from  its  content,  the 
thought  (den  Gedankeri)  from  the  thing  thought,  and 
then  strip  it  of  everything  which  is  accidental  to  it. 
Then  first,  when  we  have  apprehended  it  by  means 
of  this  abstraction,  can  we  cognise  on  one  side  its 
difference  from  sense  cognition,  on  the  other  its 
dependence  upon  it,  and  thereby  its  own  proper 
nature."1  The  same  holds  good,  he  says,  of  will  as 
well  as  thought ;  and  these  together  open  the  way  to 
a  knowledge  of  the  nature  of  the  human  being.  u  For 
since  we  have  now  apprehended  it  as  a  Subject  in 
which,  and  as  a  Principle  out  of  which,  this  thinking 
and  willing  comes,  we  infer  (erschliessen)  from  this  as 
well  its  immateriality  as  its  substantial  union  with 
the  body,  and  the  many  other  truths  which  stand  in 
necessary  connection  with  these.  For  which  reason 
St.  Thomas  says,  that  the  soul  comes  to  the  cognition 
that  it  exists  by  its  mere  presence  in  its  own  activity, 
but  comes  to  the  cognition  what  it  is  only  by  careful 
and  acute  investigation.  And  he  appeals  at  once  to 
experience.  For  if  the  soul  cognised  by  that  its  pre 
sence,  not  only  that,  but  also  what,  it  is,  then  this 
cognition  would  be  just  as  easy,  clear,  and  certain,  as 
the  other.  But  no  one  has  ever  doubted,  and  no  one 
can  doubt,  whether  he  exists,  lives,  or  thinks :  while 
we  find  out  how  the  living,  thinking,  and  willing 
principle  in  us  is  constituted,  only  by  painstaking 
enquiry,  and  in  this  enquiry  are  exposed  to  the  danger 
of  error  and  of  doubt."2 

Now  the  whole  of  this  reasoning  really  belongs 

1  Phil.  d.  Vorzeit,  §  104.  Vol.  I.  p.  181. 

2  Same  passage  continued. 
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BCHKXH'     ^°  what  I  have  called  the  first  branch  of  the  enquiry, 

—  —namely,  how  we  come  to  think  or  imagine  our  self 

,  Mo'iem       as  subject  and  ground  of  our  thoughts  in  mere  self- 

Scholasticism.  J 

consciousness.  It  is  this  which  gives  us  (if  anything 
does)  the  conception  of  the  soul  as  a  substance  at  all, 
— an  immaterial  substance  as  we  infer  afterwards. 
Now  I  maintain,  that  to  know  that  we  exist  is  not 
identical  with  knowing  that  we  are  a  substance.  To 
know  the  latter  would  be  to  know  something  of  what 
we  are.  But  in  the  passages  quoted,  the  knowledge 
that  we  are  a  substance  is  identified  with  the  knowledge 

o 

that  we  exist ;  and  all  the  undoubted  self-evidence  of 
this  existence  is  attributed  in  consequence  to  the 
notion  of  the  substance  which  is  supposed  to  exist. 
The  soul  as  a  substance,  as  the  "  subject  and  ground 
of  thought,"  as  Father  Kleutgen  puts  it,  is  not  a  self- 
evident  thing.  It  is  the  feelings  and  thoughts,  which 
are  the  content  of  perception  in  self-consciousness, 
that  are  self-evident ;  and  these  it  is  that  give  us  the 
whatnesSj  not  of  the  u  principle"  of  self- consciousness, 
but  of  self  consciousness  itself.  The  scholastics  as 
sume  that  it  is  possible  to  know  that  a  thing  exists 
without  knowing  anything  of  what  the  thing  is.  For 
they  reckon  the  substantiality  of  the  thing  to  its  that- 
ness  instead  of  to  its  whatness.  And  then,  since  no 
conscious  being  can  deny  that  his  consciousness 
exists,  they  claim  the  admission  as  evidence  of  the 
substantiality  of  consciousness,  evidence  of  what 
ought  properly  to  be  called  the  nature  of  the  thinking 
principle. 

Nor  does  it  make  their  case  a  bit  the  stronger  to 
show,  as  Father  Kleutgen  does,  that  they  use  almost 
the  very  words  of  Descartes'  Cogito  ergo  sum.  For 
the  question  is  not  whether  those  words  are  used  or 
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not,  since  they  are  of  difficult  interpretation  ;  the 
question  is,  what  sense  the  user  attached  to  them.1 
Descartes  used  them  to  recall  attention  to  the  pheno 
mena  of  reflection  ;  to  make  the  interpretation  of  the 
sum  depend  on  the  cogito,  and  not  like  the  scholastics 
to  make  the  interpretation  of  the  cogito  depend  on  the 
sum ;  to  bring  the  as  yet  unanalysed  existence  under 
the  grasp  of  subjective  thought,  not  to  subordinate 
subjective  thought  to  the  unanalysed  and  therefore 
absolute  existence;  in  short,  as  I  have  argued  in  a 
previous  chapter,  to  equate  esse  with  percipi,  not  to 
equate  either  esse  as  a  whole  (as  some  idealists  would), 
nor  yet  any  mode  of  it  (as  the  scholastics  would), 
with  percipere. 

But  it  may  possibly  be  argued,  that  I  am  wrong 
in  supposing  the  Scholastic  theory  to  identify  the 
substance  with  the  that,  the  mere  existence,  of  the 
soul;  but  that  on  the  contrary  it  considers  it  as  one 
of  the  first  traits  thought  (in  thinking  the  soul),  or  as 
the  basis  of  its  whatness.  c  You  must  admit,  they 
may  say,  that  phenomena  have  some  ground  of  con 
sistency  and  connection,  that  actions  suppose  some 
agent,  attributes  some  substrate.  This  ground,  agent, 
or  substrate,  (call  it  what  you  will),  is,  they  may 
urge,  the  first  thing  in  thought,  the  first  grasp  we  have 
of  perceived  phenomena,  and  is  not  due  to  the  pheno 
mena  as  such.  We  have,  then,  in  all  thought  as  its 
basis,  they  may  say,  this  concept  of  substrate  or  ground 
or  agent.  Everything  must  have  some  ground ;  the 
universality  of  the  notion  makes  it  quite  indifferent 
whether  we  count  it  to  the  thatness  or  to  the  whatness 

1  A  discussion  (in  which  I  took  part)  on  the  true  meaning  of 
Descartes'  Cogito  will  be  found  in  Mind,  Nos.  IV.  p.  568.  and  V. 
p.  126. 
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CHKxIL  °f  any  particular  thing.  The  only  question  is,  in  the 
7^~  case  of  any  particular  thing,  what  is  the  next  deter - 
mination  of  this  ground.  Some  ground  it  must  have ; 
the  question  is,  of  what  sort.  Now,  in  the  case  of 
thought,  this  ground  cannot  possibly  be  material,  for 
thought  is  very  different  from  sense.1  It  remains 
therefore  that  it  is  an  immaterial  ground,  in  other 
words  a  mental  substance,  (geistige  Substanz).1 

My  reply  to  such  an  argument  is  the  following. 
Let  us  suppose,  for  argument's  sake,  that  the  notion 
of  substance  is  not  assumed  in  perceiving  or  stating 
the  mere  fact  of  existence,  but  that  it  is  the  first 
basis  laid  in  thought  supervening  on  that  perception. 
In  this  case,  there  is  much  more  in  the  notion  of  sub 
stance  than  is  either  requisite  to  explain  the  phe 
nomena,  or  than  can  be  found  in  them.  As  the 
Scholastics  themselves  admit,  our  conception  of  bodies 
is  derived  from  their  accidents,2  and  our  conception 
of  souls  from  their  actually  perceived  activity.3  But 
whence  comes  the  notion  of  substances  underlying 
these  attributes  and  activities  ?  It  cannot,  at  least 
in  this  place,  be  alleged  that  the  notion  is  an  innate 
or  connate  a  priori  concept  in  the  soul ;  for  this  would 
imply  that  the  soul  was  known  to  be  a  substance,  and 
we  are  now  enquiring  how  this  very  piece  of  know 
ledge  first  arises.  Without  the  prior  notion  of  sub 
stance,  the  dependent  notion  of  a  priori,  innate  or 
connate,  concepts  is  unavailable.  This  is  just  where 
Kant's  theory  went  to  pieces.  He  would  have  such 
concepts,  and  yet  would  not  allow  the  soul  to  be  a 
substance.  But  here  it  is  the  position  of  the  argu- 

1  See  the  passage  quoted  above  at  p.  185. 

2  Work  cited,  §  44.  Vol.  I.  p.  70.  " 

3  In  passage  already  cited  at  p.  184. 
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ment  which  prohibits  our  bringing  in  the  notion  of 
substance,  simply  because  it  is  the  notion  the  origin 
of  which  is  in  question. 

Unless,  then,  we  suppose,  as  I  argued  above,  that 
the  assumption  of  substance  was  made  along  with  the 
perception  of  mere  existence,  I  do  not  see  what  suffi 
cient  ground  there  is  for  bringing  in  that  notion  at 
all.  I  see  indeed  abundant  opportunity  for  the  mind's 
inventing  the  notion,  by  hasty  abstraction  from  phe 
nomena;  but  I  see  no  functions  actually  performed, 
no  phenomena  actually  taking  place,  which  neces 
sarily  demand  the  notion  of  substance,  and  no  other, 
to  explain  their  existence.  All  the  functions  of  a 
supposed  substance  are  performed  equally  well,  for 
bodily  attributes,  by  space,  which  is  really  found  in 
phenomena;  and  for  thought  activities,  all  are  equally 
well  performed  by  time,  which  is  also  a  reality. 
Space  and  time  are  universally  found  in  these  two 
sorts  of  phenomena,  and  the  particular  space  and 
particular  time  which  they  occupy  may  easily  come 
to  be  regarded  as  their  substrates,  so  soon  as  we 
pass  from  perception  to  thought.  They  are  besides 
immaterial  substrates,  if  this  should  be  thought  an 
advantage. 

The  elements,  time  and  space,  then,  not  only 
enable  us  to  imagine  a  substance  if  we  choose  to  do 
so,  but,  when  this  capacity  of  theirs  is  perceived,  they 
supply  its  place,  they  perform  the  function  in  philo 
sophy  which  the  notion  of  substance  was  invented  to 
perform.  Philosophy,  when  once  it  has  perceived 
the  value  of  time  and  space  as  elements  of  percep 
tion,  can  dispense  altogether  with  the  notion  of  sub 
stance  ;  and  this  is  what  the  system  of  philosophy, 
which  I  now  propose,  has  for  the  first  time  done. 
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BCHKX?'  In  tne  next  place  I  must  remark,  that  I  do  not 

^Y  see  the  cogency  of  the  argument  for  the  immateriality 
of  the  ground  of  thought,  derived  from  the  differ 
ence  of  thought  from  sense.  Material  means,  in  its 
true  sense,  any  sort  of  feeling,  the  material  element 
in  consciousness.  In  this  signification,  thought  is 
not  more  immaterial  than  sense;  both  are  material, 
inasmuch  as  both  contain  feeling.  But  what  is  the 
sense  in  which  the  terms  material  and  immaterial 
are  used  in  the  argument  now  under  consideration  ? 
It  is  this.  An  "immaterial  principle"  is  described 
as  "  a  principle  which,  although  as  life-form  it  makes 
perfect  another  thing,  the  body,  yet  is  in  its  exist 
ence  (Seiri)  independent  of  this  thing."1  And  the 
argument  is, — Sense  is  dependent  upon  the  body, 
thought  is  not  dependent  upon  it,  except  mediately, 
so  far  as  it  is  dependent  upon  sense.  "  And  because 
this  activity  of  the  soul"  [sense  cognition]  "is  so 
bound  to  the  organ  of  the  body  that  it  fully  operates 
(sick  vollzieht)  in  that  organ,  therefore  the  sense  per 
ception  (  Vorstellung)  can  be  only  a  material  one. 
But  at  the  basis  of  every  intellectual  cognition,  on 
the  contrary,  there  lie  perceptions  which  contain 
nothing  material,  and  which  therefore  cannot  be 
formed  in  any  bodily  organ."2 

This  seems  to  me  a  string  of  assumptions.  It  is 
an  assumption,  that  there  exists  in  the  body  a  "prin 
ciple"  independent  of  the  body.  It  is  an  assumption 
that  sense  perceptions  are  themselves  material  be 
cause  produced  by  means  of  material  organs.  It  is 
an  assumption  that  there  are  perceptions  differing 
from  these  in  being  incapable  of  being  formed  in  any 

1  Phil.  d.  Vorzeit,  §  108.  Vol.  I.  p.  187-8. 

2  Work  cited,  §  28.  Vol.  I.  p.  43. 
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bodily  organ.     Indeed  it  may  be  said  that  they  are 

not  put  forward  by  the  Scholastics  in  any  other  cha-        — 

racter;  for  they  occur,  with  much  more  to  the  same    „  .*•*•• 

Scholasticism. 

effect,  in  explanation  of  the  third  and  last  of  the 
three  fundamental  propositions  (Grundsatze)  with 
which  Father  Kleutgen  begins  the  work  which  we 
have  been  discussing.  Here  then  we  may  expect 
some  light  to  be  thrown  on  the  tenability  of  the 
whole  Scholastic  philosophy. 

These  three  fundamental  propositions  are  : 

u  First  Proposition  :  Cognition  arises  by  an  image 
of  the  thing  known  being  produced  in  the  thing 
knowing,  by  or  from  (vom)  the  thing  knowing  and 
the  thing  known."1 

"  Second  Proposition  :  The  thing  known  exists 
in  the  thing  knowing  after  the  fashion  of  the  thing 
knowing."2 

''Third  Proposition:  Cognition  is  the  more  per 
fect,  the  farther  removed  the  cognising  principle  is  in 
point  of  nature  (in  seinem  Seiri)  from  materiality."3 

Vague  and  indeterminate  assumptions  indeed  are 
these,  which,  like  the  much  more  modest  Causa  Sui 
of  Spinoza,  require  that  we  should  know  what  is  to 
be  understood  by  them,  before  we  give  our  assent. 
The  two  clauses  of  the  First  Proposition  are  expressly 
called  Axioms4  by  Father  Kleutgen  ;  arid  we  thus 
find  that  we  are  expected  to  assume  as  axiomatic 
the  separateness  of  the  two  things,  the  knowing  and 
the  known,  as  two  independent  existents  ;  and  the 
image  produced  as  a  third  thing  intermediate  be 
tween  them.  "According  to  the  proposition  of  Scho 
lasticism  which  we  are  considering,  cognition  presup- 

1  Phil.  d.  Vorzeit,  Vol.  I.  p.  26.       3  Work  cited,  Vol.  I.  p.  41. 

2  Work  cited,  Vol.  I.  p.  34.  «  Work  cited,  Vol.  I.  p.  26. 
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BCHKxIL     Poses  Ilot  merely  activity  on  the  part  of  our  mind, 

—         but  also  some  influence  or  other  on  the  part  of  the 

Modem       obiect."1     The  method  of  direct  perception,  as  dis- 

Scholaeticism.          «*  -i  i  i 

tinguished  from  reflective,  is  hereby  asserted  and 
adopted.  And  we  see  by  the  plainest  evidence,  of 
how  little  worth  is  the  vaunt  of  Scholasticism,  quoted 
above,  that  it  is  based  on  reflective  cognition. 

This  assumption  of  the  First  Proposition  leads  at 
once  to  a  "  difficulty,"  as  might  have  been  expected. 
"  But  how  is  it  possible  that  material  things  should 
exercise  this  producing  influence  on  the  immaterial 
mind?  This  question  leads  us  to  the  greatest  diffi 
culty  in  the  theory  of  cognition."2  Just  so.  Their 
first  "axiom"  lands  them  in  their  "greatest  diffi 
culty."  And  a  very  great  difficulty  it  undeniably  is, 
and  one  which  meets  the  separatists  at  every  turn, 
in  different  shapes,  according  as  they  shift  the  locus 
of  the  meeting  between  the  two  concurrent  agents ; 
its  locus  I  mean  in  the  phenomena  of  cognition, 
whether  it  lies  between  thing  and  sense  perception, 
between  sense  perception  and  imagination,  between 
imagination  and  intellectus  possibilis,  between  intel- 
lectus  possibilis  and  intellectus  agens.  At  whatever 
point  mind  meets  matter,  these  two  agencies  must 
act  on  each  other,  if  they  are  to  produce  anything  in 
conjunction;  and  yet  according  to  Scholasticism  no 
thing  material  can  affect  with  change  an  immaterial 
being;3  nor  can  a  bodily  organ  possibly  take  up  into 
itself  an  immaterial  image.4 

I   think  I  have  now  established  my  point,  that 

1  Phil.  d.  Vorzeit,  Vol.  I.  p.  32.      2  Work  cited,  Vol.  I.  p.  33. 

3  Work  cited,  Vol.  I.  p.  125.     The  dictum  appears  as  used  by 
an  objector,  but  appealed  to  by  him  as  an  admitted  principle. 

4  Work  cited,  Vol.  I.  p.  43. 
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the  fontal  error  of  Scholasticism  consists  in  treating 
existence  as  an  object  of  direct  instead  of  reflective 
perception.  It  starts  with  object  and  subject  sepa- 
rate,  and  this  involves  the  absolute,  or  mutually  inde 
pendent,  existence  of  each  of  them.  This  method  is 
common  to  Scholasticism  and  to  the  positive  sciences ; 
but  it  is  in  place  in  science,  out  of  place  in  philoso 
phy.  To  apply  it  in  philosophy  is  to  make  entities  of 
abstractions,  to  treat  the  supposed  hidden  "essences" 
and  "  substances"  of  phenomena  as  if  they  were  real 
things,  "  real  grounds,"  verce  causes ;  to  change  phi 
losophy,  not  indeed  into  science,  but  into  a  science  of 
phantasms. 


§  3.  But  let  us  turn  in  another  direction.     The         §3. 
error  now  signalised,  though  fontal  in  Scholasticism,   Scholasticism. 
is  by  no  means  left  behind  at  the  source;  it  affects 
the   whole    stream  from  the  source  downwards.     It 
reappears  in  another  shape,  apart  from  cognition  of 
self,  in  the  doctrine  of  Certitude  as  treated  by  Father 
Kleutgen.     It   is   visible  in  his  manner  of  dealing 
with  certain  "truths,"  which  are  asserted,  and  saving 
the  separatist  assumption  truly  asserted,  to  be  such  as 
it  is  immoral  to  deny. 

"  That  there  is  such  a  thing  as  truth,  and  not  only 
a  truth  of  the  senses,  but  a  supra-sensible  actuality ; 
that  there  is  a  difference  between  the  morally  good 
and  the  morally  evil ;  that  man  must  surely  hope  to 
attain  the  happiness  for  which  he  thirsts,  by  loving 
and  practising  the  morally  good ;  that  there  is  a  su 
preme  Originator  (Urheber)  of  all  things,  and  through 
him  a  moral  world-order ;  these  truths,  we  say,  are  in 

VOL.  II.  O 
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Bg«K  ni.     sucn  wise  revealed  to  man,  in  his  reasonable  nature 
itself,  that  it  is  sinful  in  him  to  doubt  them."1 

o  O. 

Certitude  m  j^  us  see  how  Father  Kleutgen  deals  with  an 

Scholasticism. 

objection  which  he  finds  made  by  the  school  of 
Hermes  to  this  view,  an  objection  which  he  thus 
states :  "  It  is  objected — '  that  the  fact  of  an  involun 
tary  cognition  of  truth,  arising  from  the  reasonable 
nature  of  man,  is  not  denied,  nor  yet  that  this  cogni 
tion  is  accompanied  by  certitude ;  only  this  is  main 
tained,  that  such  a  certitude  can  continue  only  until 
the  mind  begins  to  investigate  the  content  and  the 
ground  of  its  cognitions,  until,  as  Hermes  says,  re 
flection  comes  in.  Then  it  is  that  man  can  no  longer 
rest  contented  with  that  cognition  which  he  has, 
without  knowing  whence  it  comes.' r  Father  Kleut- 
gen  answers  this  objection  as  follows :  "He  cannot 
content  himself,  because  he  has  a  natural  need  of 
referring  everything  that  he  knows  to  its  ultimate 
grounds,  by  investigation, — this  we  too  assert ;  he 
cannot  content  himself  because  all  and  every  truth 
becomes  uncertain  to  him  before  he  has  succeeded  in 
referring  it  to  its  last  grounds, — this  it  is  which  we 
deny."2 

Observe  the  method  of  dealing  with  the  objection; 
it  is  the  absolutist  method,  the  separatist  method. 
He  draws  no  distinction  in  the  content  of  the  truths 
themselves,  but  he  denies  that  those  truths,  taken  as 
they  stand,  become  uncertain  when  we  have  begun 
to  seek  their  ultimate  ground  and  before  we  have 
found  it.  The  truths  (he  holds)  are  still  certain  to 
us,  though  we  are  seeking  a  reason  for  them.  But 
surely  to  seek  a  reason  for  anything  implies  both 

1  Phil.  d.  Vorzeit,  Vol.  I.  p.  365. 

2  Work  cited,  Vol.  I.  p.  369-370. 
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that  we  think  it  wants  a  reason,  and  also  that  we      B°OK  "L 

Cii.  JL. 

have  not  found  it.     Surely  this  is  to  be  uncertain.  — 

The  metaphysician's  treatment  of  the   objection 
would  be  very  different.     He  would  seek  to  distin 
guish,  in  the  content  of  the  truths  themselves,  a  part 
which  was  immediately  and  constantly  perceived  and 
was  therefore  self-evident,  and  a  part  which  was  a 
judgment  or  a  theory  attaching  to  that  immediate 
perception.     He  would  analyse  the  proposed  truth 
with  this  purpose,  and  if  it  did  not  at  once  yield  an 
object  of  immediate  perception  which  was  incapable 
of  further   analysis,    except    into   metaphysical  ele 
ments,  he  would  repeat  the  analysis  until  such  an 
ultimate   object    or    objects    of  immediate     percep 
tion  were  arrived  at.     This  object  he  would  main 
tain  as  that  to  which  the  certitude  attached;   and 
would  assign  to  the  various  judgments,  which  were 
combined  with  it  in  the  proposed  truths,  a  degree  of 
uncertainty  greater  or  less  according  to  the  grounds 
on  which  they  might  respectively  be  supported.  The 
metaphysical  method  is  analytical. 

Scholasticism  on  the  other  hand  will  have  its 
truths  in  the  lump,  in  globo,  to  borrow  an  expression 
from  Dr.  Newman.  And  why?  Because  the  judg 
ments,  which  are  combined  with  the  ultimate  and 
immediately  perceived  certainties,  make  those  cer 
tainties  into  objects  of  direct  perception,  or  absolute 
existents ;  and  furnish  the  enquirers  by  this  means 
with  finite  bits  of  truth,  so  to  speak,  existents  at 
once  real  and  true  in  philosophy,  and  yet  accommo 
dated  to  the  popular  common  sense,  which  knows 
nothing  of  reflective  or  philosophical  perception. 
The  world,  its  creator,  the  moral  order,  the  soul  of 
man,  free  will,  and  so  on,  are  instances  of  such  sup- 
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BC£KX!L  posed  objects  of  direct  perception,  some  of  them 
sensible,  others  supra-sensible;  but  all  alike  formed 
by  clumping  judgments  with  immediate  percepts,  and 
then  claiming  for  the  compound  the  inviolate  certi 
tude  which  in  truth  attaches  only  to  its  perceptual 
elements. 

By  this  way  of  clumping  a  perception  with  a 
judgment  arises  that  confusing  mode  of  speech 
which  attributes  truth  as  well  as  reality  to  things. 
Truth  and  falsity  are  attributes  only  of  judgments ; 
reality  and  unreality  of  things,  that  is,  of  percepts. 
And  this  is  the  Aristotelian  doctrine.  On  the  other 
hand  let  us  see  how  the  Scholastics,  while  recognising 
this  doctrine,  yet  manage  to  obliterate  it  and  attri 
bute  truth  to  things.  "  Every  thing  (Sache)  which 
exists  is  also  we  must  admit  (freilich)  true;  but  it  is 
true  only  by  having  reference  to  cognition,  that  is  to 
say,  that  it  is  or  can  be  cognised.  Just  so  also  is 
every  true  thing  (Sache)  evident;  but  it  is  so  by 
its  truth  becoming  manifest."1  Here  truth  is  claimed 
as  an  attribute  of  things,  notwithstanding  that  it  is 
only  made  manifest  by  cognition,  that  is,  by  a  pro 
cess  which  includes  judgment.  And  the  claim  is  put 
forward  as  if  it  were  a  concession,  in  the  word  freitich. 
But  be  it  claim  or  concession,  it  cannot  be  granted  in 
the  full  sense  in  which  it  is  demanded.  It  is  not  the 
case  that  every  existent  thing  is  true;  for,  since  "it 
is  true  only  in  reference  to  cognition,"  its  permanence 
in  thought,  and  not  its  existence  merely,  is  what  its 
truth  consists  in.  Truth  is  not  a  quality  or  attribute 
of  its  qua  existent.  But  more  on  this  point  farther  on. 
By  this  way  of  taking  the  matter,  the  step  is 
already  made  from  things  as  known  to  things-in- 
1  Phil.  d.  Yorzeit,  Yol.  I.  p.  434. 
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themselves,  to  absolute  and  separate  existents.     For      BoOK  m- 


judgment  is  thereby  made  into  a  perceptive  instead 
of  a  conceptive  operation,  that  is,  into  an  operation  Certitude  in 
which  perceives,  not  the  connection  between  percepts, 
but  the  inner  nature  of  a  single  percept.  Thus  we 
read:  "But  just  in  this  consists"  [according  to  St. 
Thomas]  "  the  difference  between  intellectual  cogni 
tion  and  sense  cognition,  that  the  latter  busies  itself 
with  certain  external  qualities,  but  the  former  presses 
on  into  the  essence  (Wesen)  of  the  thing.  For  this 
essence  is,  even  according  to  Aristotle,  the  appro 
priate  (eigenthumliche)  object  of  the  Eeason.  And 
what  the  sainted  teacher  here  names  the  essence  of 
the  thing,  up  to  which  he  says  intellectual  cognition 
presses  forward,  that  he  directly  afterwards  desig 
nates  as  the  hidden  nature  of  a  substantial  thing 
(Dinges\  hidden  under  the  phenomena."1  In  other 
words  more  calculated  to  show  the  fallacy, — because 
intellectual  cognition  is  a  process  which  aims  at  dis 
covering  the  nature  and  laws  of  phenomena,  and  can 
be  characterised  as  having  that  for  its  proper  object, 
therefore  there  exists  a  supersensible  kernel  in  sensible 
objects,  which  supersensible  kernel  the  intellect  actu 
ally  perceives.  And  yet  this  is  not  our  old  acquaint 
ance,  Intellectual  Intuition? 

"Jane  Lamb,  that  we  danced  with  at  Vichy  ! 
What,  is  not  she  Jane  1     Then,  who  is  she  ?" 


§  4.  We  are  now  prepared  for  the  examination     Co  §it^on 
of  that  point  in  scholasticism  which  is  the  key  of  all   Scholasticism. 
the  rest,  which  furnishes  us  with   the   basis  of  its 
1  Phil.  d.  Vorzeit,  Vol.  I.  p.  151-2. 
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BCHKXL     doctrine    of  certitude,   and  of  its   doctrine  of  self- 

— '       cognition,  I  mean  its  general  doctrine  of  cognition. 

Cognition  in    Here  if  anywhere  is  to  be  sought  the  reason  which 

Scholasticism.  J  ,, 

justifies  the  scholastic  notion,  that  the  "  substance, 
which  they  maintain  that  we  cognise  intellectually, 
is  a  real  existent.  This  doctrine  of  cognition 
is  expounded  in  the  second  and  fourth  Chapters 
of  the  first  Division  of  Father  Kleutgen's  work  ; 
its  fundamental  traits  are  given  in  the  former, 
and  its  method  delineated  in  the  latter,  and  chiefly 
in  the  first  Section  of  the  latter  chapter,  headed  the 
Nature  of  Abstraction  (Begriff  der  Abstraction). 

The  second  Chapter  follows  immediately  upon 
the  exposition  of  those  three  fundamental  Proposi 
tions  already  cited,  and  begins  as  follows :  "  Not 
merely  outside  of  objects  of  sense  do  we  think  beings 
which  are  not  perceived  by  sense,  e.g.,  pure  minds 
(Geister),  but  we  think  also,  in  the  objects  of  sense 
themselves,  something  which  is  not  .perceivable  by 
sense.  For  everything  which  we  cognise  by  the 
senses,  e.g.,  hardness,  odour,  sweetness,  colour,  shape, 
we  think  not  as  the  thing,  but  as  something  in  the 
thing,  as  that  whereby  the  thing  becomes  perceivable, 
or  is  manifested  to  us.  Though  therefore  all  that  is 
accessible  to  sense  should  undergo  manifold  change, 
the  mind  ceases  not  on  that  account  to  recognise  the 
thing  as  the  same.  But  just  for  this  reason  that  the 
mind  apprehends  the  different  impressions,  which 
sense  receives,  as  consequences  of  a  change  which 
the  thing  undergoes,  it  is  evident  that  it"  [the 
mind]  "thinks  something  else  (noch  etwas  anders) 
of  or  rather  in  the  thing  than  what  sense  perceives, 
namely,  a  permanent  something  which  is  changed, 
and  accordingly  distinguishes  from  the  changeable 
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phenomena   (or  accidents)  the   essence  (or   the   sub-      Bc£fx 
stance)."1  — 

Three  remarks  on  this  very  striking  passage. 
First,  does  it  mean  to  assert  that  the  substance  is 
changeable  or  unchangeable  ?  What  is  the  meaning 
of  ua  permanent  something  which  is  changed,  ein 
Bleibendes  das  verandert  wird"?  If  it  is  not  changed, 
what  connection  can  it  have  with  the  change  in  the 
accidents?  If  it  is  changed,  why  is  it  contradistin 
guished  from  them  as  "  permanent"  ? 

Secondly,  observe  the  assertory  and  subjective 
evidence  for  this  substance,  " wir  denken"  we  think  it. 
Suppose  we  do ;  suppose  this  is  a  correct  account  of 
what  we  actually  do  think ;  still,  does  this  show  that 
we  are  right  in  thinking  this  mass  of  contradiction  ? 
that,  in  spite  of  the  contradiction,  the  permanent  sub 
stance,  which  is  part  of  it,  is  a  true  thought? 

Thirdly,  observe  the  tacit  assumption  with  which 
it  begins,  namely,  that  phenomena  come  before  us  at 
and  from  the  first  ready  marked  out  into  separate 
concrete  things.  We  are  supposed  to  find  ourselves 
in  a  world  of  separate  objects,  to  observe  their  changes, 
and  to  compare  them  with  each  other.  Their  sepa 
ration  is  a  datum. 

But  now  let  us  take  another  passage  from  the 
same  page.  "The  properties,  states,  phenomena,  of 
a  thing  can  undergo  change  of  many  kinds,  without 
our  having  to  suppose  on  that  account  a  change  of 
its  substance  ( Weseri) ;  we  think  this  also  still  the 
same.  Just  so  we  can  perceive  difference  of  many 
kinds  in  many  individual  things,  and  yet  think  these 
things  by  means  of  a  representation  ( Vorstellung),  by 
means  of  that  representation,  I  mean,  which  appre- 
1  Phil.  d.  Vorzeit,  Vol.  I.  p.  53-54. 
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Bc2KxIL     tends  only  the  essence  (  Weseri)  common  to  all  the 
"  individual  things.      These  representations  therefore 

.  are  universal  (allgemeine),  i.e.,  such  that  their  object 
can  be  multiplied  in  actuality,  or  what  is  the  same 
thing,  their  content  (Inhalt)  can  exist  in  many 
things."1 

Observe  the  theory ;  the  substances  of  things  of 
the  same  class  are  all  precisely  alike  (so  far  as  our 
thought  is  described  as  having  gone  at  present),  only 
different  numero ;  but  the  representation,  the  Vor- 
stellung,  by  which  we  think  them,  is  one  as  well  as 
the  same,  is  an  universal  applicable  to  all  the  pre 
cisely  similar  substances.  We  think  by  forming 
universal  representations  in  the  mind,  each  of  which 
corresponds  and  is  applicable  to  any  number  of  sub 
stances,  all  precisely  alike,  or,  if  different,  yet  with  a 
difference  which  has  as  yet  escaped  our  notice. 

The  exposition  proceeds  to  describe  the  process  of 
thought  in  the  other  branch  of  the  case,  that  is,  not 
of  the  substances  in  one  class,  but  of  the  phenomenal 
properties  and  accidents  in  a  substance.  "  But 
not  merely  substances,  which  only  reason  cognises, 
but  also  all  those  properties,  states,  phenomena  of 
these  substances,  which  sense  perceives,  are  thought 
by  the  mind  by  means  of  universal  representations 
(Vorstellungeri).  These  too  the  mind  divides  by  means 
of  these  representations  into  genera  and  species,  and 
in  them  too  distinguishes  accordingly  the  essential 
from  the  accidental."2 

Observe   the   leap  in   the   theory  of  substances. 
They  suddenly  appear  as  cognised  by  reason,  "  nur  die 
Vernunft  erkennt."     Before,  it  was  "we  think  if  only. 
Their  existence  poses  now  as  an  indisputable  cogni- 
1  Phil.  d.  Yorzeit,  Vol.  I.  p.  54.      2  Same  passage  continued. 


CERTITUDE  AND  TRUTH. 


201 


tion.  Nor  is  this  merely  a  passing  inadvertence. 
We  soon  find  it  said,  without  any  further  reason  but 
a  description  of  sense  and  imagination  processes, 
"  According  to  this,  the  intellectual  representations 
differ  from  the  sensible  in  this,  that  the  senses  always 
perceive  only  what  is  individual  (einzelnes),  and  this 
only  according  to  its  external  phenomena,  but  the  rea 
son  thinks  beside  the  phenomena  the  essence  (  Wesen) 
also,  and  this,  as  well  as  those,  by  universal  repre 
sentations."1 

Such  being  a  general  sketch  of  intellectual  cog 
nition,  the  question  occurs,  in  what  its  distinctive 
nature  is  supposed  by  scholasticism  to  consist.  Is  it 
in  the  power  of  forming  universal  conceptions  in  the 
mind  simply?  Or  is  it  in  the  getting  to  the  indi 
vidual  substances,  several  in  number,  embraced  by  a 
single  universal?  Or  is  it  finally  in  the  insight,  that 
the  individual  substances  really  exist  and  correspond 
to  the  universal  conception?  If  the  second  or  the 
third,  some  proof  of  the  fact  would  be  desirable. 

But  on  the  contrary,  the  farther  we  read,  the 
wider  becomes  the  cleft  between  the  universal  and 
the  substance  ;  the  Wesen  which  is  thought  and  the 
Substanz  which  exists.  "  The  essence  (Wesen)  of  the 
individual  thing  includes  indeed  no  attributes  but 
those  of  the  species  ;  nevertheless  something  must  be 
thought  in  it,  without  which  it  cannot  be,  and  which 
can  be  in  no  other  thing;  that  is  to  say,  just  that 
whereby  it  gets  its  individual  determination.  There 
is  therefore  in  the  individual  things  in  any  case 
(allerdings)  something,  which  is  essential  to  them  as 
individual  things. 

"  But  do  we  cognise  this  ?     We  cognise  it  at  any 
1  Phil.  d.  Vorzeit,  Vol.  I.  p.  55-56. 
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*  xL  rate  (freilich)  so  far  as  we  see  that  a  thing  can  indeed 
~  have  its  constitution  (Beschaffenheit)  in  common  with 
others,  and  be  perfectly  like  them;  but  that  it  has 
necessarily  an  existence  (Seiri)  peculiar  to  itself,  and 
common  to  no  other  thing."1  Then  how  can  this 
existence  be  cognised  by  an  universal?  * 
"In  any  case  however  we  understand  that  things 
could  not  be  different  from  one  another  in  number, 
if  they  had  not,  each  of  them,  their  own  peculiar 
existence  (Seiri),  and  had  not,  in  it,  something  essen 
tial  (wesentliches)  to  them,  which  the  concept  of  the 
species  does  not  include  in  itself."2 

Here  then  the  substance  escapes  us  altogether. 
We  seemed  to  get  hold  of  it  originally,  because  we 
thought  we  knew  something  about  it,  that  it  was  a 
permanent  substrate  and  so  on ;  but  now  it  appears 
that  we  cannot  grasp  it  at  all;  even  the  universals 
fail  us  and  fall  short  of  the  substance,  which  is  dif 
ferent  in  its  content,  as  it  now  appears,  and  not  only 
numero,  in  every  individual  thing.  The  substance 
was  an  individual  object  of  thought,  and  not  of 
sense ;  an  individual  thing  thought,  together  with 
others,  by  an  universal  concept ; — but  now  it  appears 
that  by  this  universal  concept  we  cannot  think  indi 
vidual  substances  at  all,  we  can  only  think  the  species. 
These  substances  then, — what  becomes  of  them  ?  We 
cannot  see  them,  and  we  cannot  think  them;  they 
exist  neither  for  sense  nor  for  thought.  And  we 
seem  in  danger  of  falling  into  Scot  us  Erigena's  way 
of  thinking,  "invenies  ouvtav  omnino  in  omnibus, 
quas  sunt,  per  se  ipsam  incomprehensibilem  non  solum 
sensui,  sed  etiam  intellectui  esse."3 

1  Phil.  d.  Vorzeit,  Vol.  I.  p.  57.         2  Work  cited,  Vol.  I.  p.  58. 
3  De  Divis.  Nat.  Lib.  I.  S  25. 


CERTITUDE  AND  TRUTH.  203 

We  can  imagine  the  individual  substances,  how-  B£°KX 
ever,  from  analogy  with  the  concrete  individual  — 
things  of  sensible  experience ;  and  the  imagination, 
though  groundless,  is  not  unattractive  to  some  minds. 
It  should  be  noticed,  too,  that  the  word  substance  is 
dropped  in  the  passage  last  quoted,  and  replaced  by 
the  more  vague  and  modest  Sein.  This,  however, 
may  be  in  order  to  embrace  under  one  term  the  two 
cases  of  reasoning,  namely,  reasoning  about  the  na 
ture  and  laws  of  substantial  things,  and  reasoning 
about  the  nature  and  laws  of  attributes  apart  from 
substances. 

I  pass  now  to  the  exposition  of  the  method  by 
which  the  reasoning  about  substances  is  instituted 
and  carried  on;  and  I  turn  to  the  first  division  of 
the  fourth  Chapter,  headed  Begriff  der  Abstraction.1 
Cognition  by  abstraction  is  the  name  by  which  the 
scholastic  theory  designates  the  process. 

This  process  of  cognition  by  abstraction  is  care 
fully  distinguished  from  that  of  Locke,  which  is  said 
to  be  an  abstraction  by  means  of  comparison  of  sen 
sible  phenomena,  beginning  from  the  most  special 
and  rising  to  the  most  abstract  and  general  deter 
minations.  "  So  one  argues  against  Locke,  and 
supposing  that  the  Scholastics  also  hold  abstraction 
to  take  place  by  comparison  of  many  sensible  percep 
tions  (VorsteUungeri),  one  believes  that  they,  too,  can 
be  refuted  in  the  same  manner."2 

The  abstraction  of  the  Scholastics  is  a  severing, 
in  thought,  of  the  essential  from  the  contingent ;  the 
reason  thinks  an  individual  thing,  which  sense  per 
ceives,  thinks  it  e.g.,  as  a  stone,  or  as  a  tree;  con- 

1  Phil.  d.  Vorzeit,  Vol.  I.  p.  109-118. 

2  Work  cited,  Vol.  I.  p.  114. 
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—        or  trees,  and  which  on  that  very  account  is,  in  each 
Cognition  in    stone  or   tree,  the  law  by  which  it  is   determined. 

Scholasticism.  * 

This  is  the  essentiality,  Prinzip^  or  determining 
ground,  of  its  manifested  existence  (Daseiri),  and  is 
always  thought  as  in  the  stone  or  tree,  not  outside  it, 
as  Plato  is  said  to  have  held  ;  "  and  the  apprehension 
of  the  individual  thing  by  the  abstract  concept  is  on 
that  account,  though  indeed  imperfect,  yet  not  un 
true."1 

This  is  then  farther  explained  by  distinguishing 
three  degrees  of  abstraction ;  1st,  abstraction  merely 
from  the  accidents  of  the  individual  thing  as  this 
individual,  retaining  the  properties  which  are  com 
mon  to  it  with  other  bodies  and  are  perceived  by 
sense ;  2nd,  abstraction  from  sense  perceptions,  re 
taining  only  the  "  first  attributes  of  all  bodies,"  mag 
nitude,  extension,  and  shape;  3rd.  abstraction  from 
what  belongs  to  bodies  as  such,  retaining  only  that 
by  which  non-bodies  can  be  apprehended  also,  (  Vor- 
stellungen  durch  welche  aur.h  Unkorperliches  aufgefasst 
werden  kann).  "  These  are  the  highest  concepts, 
existence,  unity,  substance,  accident,  faculty  (Ver- 
mogen),  activity,  force,  and  so  on.  We  have  already 
remarked  (No.  28.  63.)  that  no  intellectual  represen 
tation  whatever  takes  effect  without  these  highest 
concepts,  and  for  this  reason  too  the  degrees  of  ab 
straction,  which  have  been  mentioned,  must  not  be 
so  understood  as  if,  in  forming  concepts,  we  began 
with  the  first  and  proceeded  to  the  second  and  third. 
Rather  it  is  just  the  highest  concepts  that  are  the 
first  by  which  the  reason  thinks  every  kind  of  object."2 

1  Phil.  d.  Vorzeit,  Vol.  I.  p.  110. 

2  Work  cited,  Vol.  I.  p.  111. 
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"We  form,  for  instance,  the  concept  of  man,  by 
thinking  him  first  as  being  (Weseri)  or  thing,  then  as 
living,  then  as  sensitive,  and  finally  as  sensitive  arid 
reasonable  being."1 

Of  course  the  question  must  occur  to  every  one, 
how  come  we  in  the  first  instance  to  apply  the  con 
cept  of  existence  (Sein),  taking  that  as  the  most 
abstract  and  highest  of  all?  Where  do  we  get  the 
notion  from  originally  ?  How  does  it  arise  ?  The 
scholastic  answer  is  ready; — we  have  a  Faculty  of 
Reason.  The  concepts  come  directly  from  that  faculty, 
when  applied  to  sense  perceptions,  (which,  as  I  have 
already  remarked,  are  supposed  to  be  at  and  from 
the  first  ready  made  up  into  separate  things).  "  Ac 
cording  to  St.  Thomas,  the  highest  and  simplest 
concepts  are  the  first  which  we  form."2  To  think  is 
to  form  concepts,  and  we  have  the  faculty  of  thought. 
And  the  method  is  to  proceed  from  the  simplest  to 
the  more  complex.  "  Therefore  we  heard  the  Scho 
lastics  say,  at  the  very  outset  of  the  first  explanation 
of  abstraction,  that,  as  the  eye  perceives  colours  in 
the  object,  and  the  ear  sounds,  so  the  reason  also 
apprehends  in  it  that  which  is  proper  to  it  to  cognise, 
the  nature  and  essence.  If  now  it  is  added  to  this, 
that  the  representation  whereby  we  think  the  nature 
of  the  object  is  an  universal  one  (allgemeine),  still  it 
is  not  meant  by  this,  that  we  first  seek  in  many 
things  for  what  is  common  to  them  all,  and  think 
this  as  the  essence  of  the  individual  thing,  but  that 
the  thought  (Gedanke),  with  which  we  apprehend  the 
essence  of  the  individual  thing,  at  first  includes  only 
that  which  is  common  to  it  with  many  other  things/'3 

1  Phil.  d.  Vorzeit,  Vol.  I.  p.  112. 

2  Work  cited,  Vol.  I.  p.  1H.       3  Work  cited,  Vol.  I.  p.  115. 
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BCHKXL  The  comparison  of  reason  to  the  eye  and  the  ear 

—        makes  us  think  of  it  as  perceiving  its  u  proper"  object, 

cognition  in    fae  su})Stance  by  a  sort  of  intellectual  intuition.     But 

Scholasticism.  J 

this  doctrine  is,  as  we  have  seen,  expressly  repudi 
ated,  and  it  is  claimed  as  a  conceiving  faculty  or  pro 
cess,  a  thinking  by  general  terms.  Now  I  think  the 
Scholastics  of  St.  Thomas'  school  are  in  this  dilemma, 
— either  they  must  maintain  that  reason  is  a  conceiv 
ing  and  not  a  perceiving  faculty,  and  then  they  have 
no  proof  of  the  existence  of  a  substance,  since  that 
substance  is  individual  in  each  concrete  individual 
thing,  while  reason  can  give  only  general  terms;  or 
they  must  admit  that  reason  is  a  perceiving  faculty 
and  has  a  direct  perception  of  the  individual  sub 
stances  in  the  phenomenal  things.  And  I  suspect 
that  it  was  chiefly  the  apprehension  of  this  inevit 
able  dilemma,  in  that  remnant  of  scholasticism,  the 
Leibniz- Wolfi  an  philosophy,  which  drove  Kant  to  his 
assumption  of  the  Transcendental  Categories  of  the 
understanding,  as  the  sole  means  open  to  him  of 
explaining  the  transition  from  the  individual  in  per 
ception  to  the  general  in  thought,  and  so  saving  the 
reality  of  empirical  objects. 

If  this  view  is  correct,  the  only  issue  for  the 
Scholastics  from  the  dilemma  I  have  proposed  to 
them  would  be  that  issue  in  which  they  have  been 
preceded  by  Kant,  and  in  his  case  found  impractic 
able,  namely,  the  assumption  of  a  priori  and  trans 
cendental  forms  of  thought,  to  which  their  list  of 
highest  and  simplest  concepts  just  quoted  would 
belong.  Theirs  is  a  case  of  arrested  development. 
They  have,  still  to  become  in  succession  Cartesians, 
Leibnizians,  and  Kantians ;  then  they  will  stand 
upon  the  threshold  of  philosophy. 
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§  5.  I  pass  in  the  next  place  to  the  scholastic  B£°KXI 
theory  of  Truth,  and  to  the  relation  between  its  ob 
jective  and  subjective  sources.  The  question  is  pre- 
eminently  a  metaphysical  one  ;  its  object -matter, 
truth,  involving  immediately  and  inevitably  the  two 
inseparable  aspects,  objective  and  subjective.  Now 
what  the  Scholastics  begin  with  separating  they  must 
find  some  means  or  other  of  combining ;  they  cannot 
end  with  things  there,  thoughts  here,  or  they  would 
have  no  philosophy  at  all.  Accordingly,  they  con 
ceive  Truth  (which  it  is  the  purpose  of  philosophy  to 
discover)  as  consisting  in  the  union  of  the  two,  the 
agreement  of  thought  with  thing.  The  question  is, 
how  does  this  union  of  separates  take  place,  and  is 
its  product,  truth,  a  thought  or  a  thing?  They 
have  to  ride,  as  it  were,  two  horses  round  the  ring  at 
once.  At  one  time  truth  appears  "subjective,"  at 
another  "objective;"  at  one  time  it  seems  to  exist 
because  we  cognise,  since  it  is  found  originally  only 
in  judgments,  not  in  single  terms;  at  another  because 
we  cognise  the  thing. 

Two  passages  from  Father  Kleutgen  will  show  us 
the  difficulty  and  its  proposed  solution.  First  the 
difficulty.  "  Yet  how  do  we  get  to  the  notions 
(Vorstellungeri)  of  the  True  and  the  Good?  By  the 
consciousness  of  our  own  cognising  and  desiring, 
answers  St.  Thomas,  and  we  may  add  that  we  get 
to  the  idea  of  the  Beautiful  through  this  same  con 
sciousness  of  what  we  experience  in  ourselves.  Truth 
is  primarily  (zundchst)  a  property  of  the  cognising 
(des  Erkennens),  but  a  property  the  notion  ( Vorstellung) 
of  which  is  obvious  (sich  ergibt)  to  us  at  once  from 
the  nature  of  cognising.  Cognition  (die  Erkenntniss} 
is  true  by  its  corresponding  to  the  thing  (Sache). 
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.L  But  what  else  is  the  cognising  process  itself  but  a 
~^~  mental  seizing,  an  intellectual  possession  of  the  thing  ? 
Scholasticism.  But  we  cannot  apprehend  it  as  such  without  cognising 
as  its  necessary  property,  that  it  agrees  with  the  thing, 
and  therefore  is  true.  But  when  we  think  the  true 
as  something  permanently  existent  (Bestehendes)  out 
of  us,  and  say,  for  instance,  that  we  seek  truth  or 
know  the  true,  then  that  first  notion  lies  at  the 
root  of  this  conception.  For  we  understand  by  this 
Truth,  which  we  seek,  nothing  else  than  a  thought 
or  a  proposition  to  which  the  actuality  corresponds."1 
The  nature  of  cognition,  of  the  cognising  operation 
itself,  is  to  take  possession  of  the  thing.  Cognition 
makes  its  own  what  was  before  not  its  own.  Is, 
then,  truth  inseparable  from  cognition ;  are  all  cog 
nitions  true,  or  are  some  erroneous  ?  And  what 
is  the  criterion  discriminating  truth  from  error,  or 
real  from  apparent  cognitions?  How  do  we  know 
when  we  have  really  got  possession  of  the  thing  ?  or 
that  it  is  the  right  thing,  of  which  we  have  got  pos 
session  ?  A  further  question  is  thus  opened  by 
the  scholastic  account  of  truth,  a  question  of  analysis 
of  the  relation  of  thought  to  thing  in  cognitions 
that  are  true;  and  it  is  on  this  point  that  light  is 
required. 

But  it  is  just  here  that  the  scholastic  explanation 
fails  us.  Instead  of  giving  us  such  an  analysis,  they 
give  us  a  theory  of  the  genesis  of  truth,  assuming  that 
the  relation  between  thought  and  thing  is  a  causal 
one,  and  assuming  also  that  truth  in  cognition  de 
pends  on  something  external  to  the  cognition.  If 
we  turn  back  to  the  remarks  explanatory  of  the  first 
of  those  three  fundamental  propositions,  which  have 
1  Phil.  d.  Vorzeit,  Vol.  I.  p.  107-108. 
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been  already  quoted,  we  shall  find  a  general  view  of     B£°KxIL 
the  nature  of  truth,  which  will  bear  me  out  in  this 

s  °- 

statement.     We  there  read :   a  Just  as  there  is  in  all      Truth  in 

Scholasticism. 

things  a  conation  (Trieb)  not  only  to  preserve  but 
also  to  spread  and  propagate  their  existence  (Seiri), 
so  also  there  is  in  all  a  striving  and  a  faculty  to  mani 
fest  themselves,  to  exist  in  others  by  this  manifesta 
tion,  and  so  to  propagate  their  ideal  existence  (Sein). 
In  this  faculty  (Vermogen)  of  manifesting  themselves 
to  the  mind  we  may  therefore  find  a  cause  ( Grund) 
why  all  things  not  only  are,  but  also  are  true.  That 
is  to  say,  truth  is  predicated  of  the  existent  on 
account  of  its  relation  to  the  cognition-power ;  things 
therefore  are  true  because  in  their  actuality  they 
correspond  to  the  ideas  of  the  creative  mind;  but 
they  are  also  true,  because  they  are  adapted  (geeignet) 
to  produce  in  the  created  human  mind  a  cognition  of 
themselves."1 

This  passage  must  not,  of  course,  be  regarded  as 
an  answer  to  the  questions  which  I  have  raised  above. 
No.  I  bring  it  forward  rather  as  containing  the  con- 

o  o 

ception  which  prevents  them  from  being  fairly  raised 
at  all.  For  thereby  the  analytical  question  is  shelved, 
arid  replaced  by  a  question  of  genesis,  by  introducing 
the  distinction  between  creator  and  created.  But  the 
introduction  of  a  question  of  genesis  is  equivalent  to 
and  involves  the  assumption,  that  truth  in  cognition 
depends  on  something  external  to  the  cognition.  The 
question  how  we  can  lay  hold  in  thought  on  anything 
wholly  external  to  thought  is  replaced  by  an  enume 
ration  of  two  cases  or  instances,  which  exemplify  the 
supposed  laying  hold  in  thought ;  first,  our  thoughts 
being  true  when  they  correspond  to  things;  second, 

1  Phil.  d.  Vorzeit,  Vol.  I.  p.  33. 
VOL.  II.  P 
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BCHKXL      things  being  true  when  they  correspond  to  thoughts 
in  the  divine  mind. 

§  0. 

We  mignt  a^so  proceed  to  another  instance,  on 
the  principle  of  operari  sequitur  esse,  and  say  that  the 
thoughts  in  the  divine  mind  are  true  because  they 
correspond  to  the  divine  mind.  We  should  then  have 
the  absolutist  chain  of  truth  complete.  We  know 
things  because  they  first  are;  we  know  ourselves 
because  we  first  are ;  God  knows  Himself  because  He 
first  is.  Observe  too  the  occurrence,  in  the  passage 
quoted,  of  the  notion  of  a  self-manifesting  faculty ;  a 
notion  which  we  have  already  found  in  several  modern 
absolutists,1  who  urge  that  the  source  of  existence  is 
a  power  of  self-manifestation. 

The  covert  passing  over  from  the  order  of  sub 
jective  analysis  to  that  of  empirical  and  objective 
genesis,  which  is  effected  by  simply  introducing  the 
distinction  of  creator  and  created,  is  the  logical 
machinery  by  which  the  absolutist  theory  of  the 
nature  of  truth  is  erected.  The  metaphysician's  task 
must  be  to  bring  back  the  question  to  its  true  arena, 
by  referring  it  to  the  tribunal  of  reflection ;  and  this 
it  is  which  I  have  attempted  to  do  in  previous  Chap 
ters,  as  well  as  in  the  present  criticism  of  the  opposite 
theory. 

Answer,  properly  speaking,  to  the  questions  I 
have  raised  there  is  none;  there  is  nothing  but  a 
repetition  of  the  same  views  of  cognition  again,  made 
to  serve  in  place  of  one.  The  whole  third  Division 
of  Father  Kleutgen's  work  is  devoted  to  Certitude. 
And  we  find  there  at  some  length  the  distinction 
between  actual  and  methodic  doubt;  that  between 
objective  and  subjective  ground  of  certitude;  that 
1  Above,  Chap.  VII.  p.  27  et  seqq. 
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between  its  Rule  (Norm)  and  its  Ground  (Grund), 
and  the  question  discussed  and  answered,  how  far 
the  human  reason  is  infallible  (untruglich).  But  the 
whole  result  is  no  more  than  what  we  have  already 
seen.  The  light  that  dwells  in  every  man,  u  dieses 
jedem  Menschen  inwohnende  Licht,"  is  the  individual 
Reason.  And  this  reason  is  at  once  the  rule  (Norm) 
and  the  ground  (Grund)  of  the  certitude  in  our  ra 
tional  cognition,  because  the  reason  can  make  itself 
and  its  cognition  an  object  of  its  own  consideration.1 
And  this  also  sets  limits  to  certitude,  while  securing 
certitude  within  them.  "  Reason,  says  St.  Thomas, 
cannot  err  in  those  judgments  which  are  cognised 
from  themselves,  and  thence  comes  the  infallibility 
(Untruglichkeit)  of  that  which  is  inferred  with  certi 
tude  from  first  principles."2  All  which  would  be 
undeniable,  if  only  (and  here  is  my  objection),  if  only 
a  particular  and  erroneous  theory  of  cognition  was 
not  assumed  to  be  spoken  of  in  speaking  of  cognition ; 
if  only  a  truly  reflective  act,  and  not  a  direct  act 
called  reflective,  was  intended  by  the  term  self-cog 
nition. 

We  have   now  before   us   the   whole  process   of 
scholasticism   in    its  reasoning    on    the   question   of 
truth  as  the  ground  of  certitude.     We  possess  certi 
tude,  it  is  argued,  because  we  know  that  we  know; 
and  we  know  that  we  know,  because  we  know  ourself 
as  the  ground  of  our  own  knowing.     This  is  the  argu 
ment  from  self-consciousness.     But  secondly,  how  do 
we  know  ourself?      We   know  ourself  as  we  know 
other  "substances,"  by  an  intellectual  cognition  the 
property  of  which  is  to  cognise  the  "essence"  of  indi- 

1  Phil.  d.  Vorzeit,  Vol.  I.  p.  452.  453. 

2  Work  cited,  Vol.  I.  p.  455. 
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BCHKXL  vidual  things.  Thus  the  theory  exhibits  self-con- 
~jj~jr  sciousness,  or  reflection,  as  a  mode  of  direct  con- 
.  sciousness,  and  makes  it  depend  upon  the  direct 
cognition  of  the  substance  in  the  phenomena  cog 
nised.  But  this  substance,  as  I  have  shown,  is  a 
pure  assumption;  therefore  so  is  its  cognition;  and 
the  assumption  is  made  by  adopting  the  direct 
method,  which  clumps  judgment  with  perception, 
instead  of  the  reflective,  in  the  case  of  objects  not- 
ourselves ;  and  in  the  case  of  self,  by  clumping  the 
reflective  and  the  direct  methods  together,  that 
is,  by  assuming  a  substantial  self  as  the  object  cog 
nised. 

The  basis  of  certitude  is  thus  laid  in  the  cognition 
of  self;  and  the  basis  of  the  cognition  of  self  in  the 
cognition  of  objects  generally.     But  the  cognition  of 
objects  generally  is  the  cognition  of  their  "  substance," 
the  faculty  of  intellectual  cognition  being  of  such  a 
nature  as  to  know  the  "  essence"  of  things.     And  the 
ultimate  assumption  at  the  basis  of  the  whole  fabric 
is  this,  that  we  have  such  a  faculty.     This  no  doubt 
is  what  is  meant  by  the  claim  of  scholasticism,  that 
it  supplies   a  "guarantee    of  actuality,"   (eine  Burg- 
schaftfilr  die  WirUidikeit).1     It  proves  the  reality  of 
presentative  percepts  by  connecting  them  as  pheno 
mena  with   the    noumenal  "substances"  which  the 
intellect   cognises.      The    supposed  cognition  of  nou 
menal  substances  is  the  real  basis  of  the  scholastic 
philosophy. 

But  what  an  empty  notion  is  this,  that  presenta 
tive  percepts  require   a  guarantee !     It  is  they  that 
are  the  guarantee  of  everything  else,  representations, 
concepts,  ideas,  theories,  philosophies.     For  all  must 
1  Phil.  d.  Vorzeit,  Vol.  I.  p.  467. 
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not  only  start  from  presentations,  but  also  be  verified  B™K  £n 
by  them,  if  verified  at  all.  Theories  do  not  Verify  — 
facts,  but  facts  theories.  How  groundless  is  the  fear 
of  making  philosophy  unreal,  or  of  not  securing  it 
against  being  so,  by  giving  up  the  notion  of  Absolute 
Existents  behind  phenomena.  As  if  the  absence  of 
this  notion  could  make  philosophy  unreal;  as  if  (sup 
posing  there  was  not  such  an  existence)  our  holding 
that  there  was  could  remedy  the  evil,  and  make 
philosophy  real  again.  And  in  what,  after  all,  does 
the  proposed  guarantee  for  the  actual  consist?  In 
the  assumption  of  another  actuality  behind  it. 

Consider  again  too,  in  this  connection,  the  scho 
lastic  definition  of  Truth,  which  is  also  the  current 
definition,  the  definition  of  popular  philosophy,  being 
that  of  the  direct  mode  of  consciousness  as  distin 
guished  from  the  reflective.  That  definition  is — the 
agreement  of  our  thought  of  things  with  the  things 
themselves.  But  the  question  is  and  always  must 
be, — How  do  we  know  things  except  by  thought? 
Answer,  We  do  not.  How  then  can  we  know  that 
they  agree  with  thought?  Answer,  Only  so  far  as 
one  thought  agrees  with  another.  Hence  the  defini 
tion  of  Truth  which  modern  philosophy  proposes;  — 
the  agreement  of  thought  with  itself,  after  the  most 
complete  examination  of  its  content.  This  provides 
for  the  verification  of  representations,  and  of  theories 
of  any  kind,  by  presentations,  since  that  is  included 
in  the  term  examination.  And  it  is  a  definition 
which  embraces  truth  both  scientific  and  philoso 
phical. 

Observe,  too,  the  difference  of  place  which  truth 
holds  in  philosophy,  according  as  it  is  defined  in  this 
way  or  in  that.  In  the  definition  given  by  modern 
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CHKxIL  philosophy,  truth  is  an  ideal,  a  state  of  knowledge 
~  which  is  the  goal  of  enquiry.  In  its  scholastic  defini- 
^OI15  ^  *s  ^ne  starting  point,  being  assumed  to  be 
known  at  first  and  always  by  intellectual  cognition, 
which  is  a  faculty  for  cognising  "  essences."  Not 
that  truth  is  represented  by  scholasticism  as  perfect 
or  complete  from  the  first,  any  more  than  it  is  by 
modern  philosophy  ;  but  that  it  starts  with  a  particu 
lar  piece  of  truth  ready  made  in  every  case,  namely, 
that  its  object  is  a  "substance;"  and  although  there 
is  room  for  indefinite  perfection  in  the  knowledge 
attainable  of  the  nature  of  substances,  yet  the  notion 
of  substance  can  never  be  transcended  or  got  rid  of, 
and  is  the  object  of  truth  at  the  end  of  all  enquiry, 
as  it  was  at  the  beginning.  We  have,  in  short,  by 
this  view  of  truth  and  this  assumption  of  substances, 
the  universe  broken  up  into  particular  existents;  for 
every  substance  is  a  particular  existent,  and  such 
existents  are  the  ultimate  components  of  the  uni 
verse,  and  known  to  be  so  on  the  scholastic  theory  of 


cognton. 


§6.  §  6.  The  full  exhibition  of  the  Scholastic  theory 

Intuitive  .   ••  •,   .    . 

Certitude,  must  be  sought  in  systematic  works  such  as  that  of 
Father  Kleutgen,  which  I  have  now  been  criticising. 
From  this  it  has  been  seen,  that  the  doctrine  of  Certi 
tude  depends  upon  the  doctrine  of  cognition  generally, 
through  the  medium  of  cognition  of  self.  Neverthe 
less,  as  already  noticed,  we  sometimes  find  that  a 
doctrine  of  Certitude  is  put  forward  as  having  a  basis 
of  its  own,  carrying  its  own  evidence  along  with  it, 
without  any  reference,  explicit  at  least,  to  the  theory 
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of  cognition   generally.      This   is   the   case   in    Mr. 
Ward's  Philosophical  Introduction  to  his  Nature  and 
Grace,  already  cited.      Whether  his  theory  of  Certi- 
tude  by  Intuition  is  compatible  or  not  with  Father 
Kleutgen's    exposition    of  the    scholastic    theory    of 
"cognition   by   abstraction,"   I  will  not  attempt  to 
decide.     But  it  will  be  clear,  I  think,  to  any  reader 
of  it,  that  it  stands  on  a  basis  quite  independent  of 
that  theory. 

It  is  a  real  pleasure  to  read  Mr.  Ward's  writings, 
not  only  from  the  perfect  lucidity  of  their  style,  but 
from  the  conviction  which  they  inspire  of  the  perfect 
sincerity  of  the  writer.  It  is  with  Mr.  Ward's  writings 
as  it  is  with  Dr.  Newman's;  they  are  writings  that 
kindle  the  desire  of  agreeing  with  them;  and  they 
leave  behind  them  the  keenest  regret  that  agreement 
should  be  impossible.  I  only  hope  that  my  argument 
against  Mr.  Ward's  theory  may  catch  some  breath  of 
that  spirit  of  kindliness  and  courtesy  which  pervades 
his  exposition  of  it. 

The  Section  which  I  am  about  to  criticise  is 
entitled  "  On  Intuitions  and  on  the  Principles  of  Cer 
titude."1  It  begins  by  distinguishing  "judgments  of 
consciousness"  from  "judgments  of  intuition."  Judg 
ments  of  consciousness  express  "the  mind's  reflection 
on  its  own  actually  present  experience ;"  e.g.,  that  I 
am  now  feeling  cold.  Judgments  of  intuition  are 
more  than  this,  but  yet  not  inferential.  Four  in 
stances  are  given  of  them.  1.  I  remember  that,  say 
half  an  hour  ago,  I  felt  cold;  2.  My  judgment  that  if 


1  On  Nature  and  Grace.  Philosophical  Introduction.  Chapter  I. 
Sect.  I.  p.  5.  Parts  of  this  same  Section  have  been  already  criti 
cised  in  Chapter  IV.  Vol.  I.  pp.  254  and  274,  to  which  I  would 
beg  the  reader  to  refer. 
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CHKX!L     the  premisses  are  true,  then  the  conclusion  is  true; 
"^r        3.  Mathematical  Axioms ;  4.  My  judgment  that  there 
iStud&      are  external  objects.     Such  intuitive  judgments,  it  is 
said,  may  be  true  or  may  be  false  ;  it  is  as  immediate 
and  yet  not  inferential,  immediate  and  yet  more  than 
judgments  of  consciousness,  that  they  are  called  in 
tuitive.     So  much  for  the  explanation  of  the  term.1 

We  now  come  to  the  question  as  to  the  truth  or 
falsity  of  such  intuitive  judgments.  The  sceptical 
position  is  stated  to  be,  that  "  no  intuitive  judgment 
can  possibly  carry  with  it  its  own  evidence  of  truth."2 
The  contradictory  of  this  position  is  what  Mr.  Ward 
calls  the  Principle  of  Certitude,  namely  :  "  '  it  is  fully 
possible  that  intuitive  judgments  may  carry  with 
them  their  own  evidence  of  truth.'  And  this  propo 
sition  may  well  be  called  the  Principle  of  Certitude ; 
because,  unless  we  confidently  maintain  it,  it  will  be 
impossible  consistently  to  recognise  the  certainty  (or 
even  approximation  to  certainty)  of  any  one  thing, 
beyond  our  actually  present  experience.  If  this 
principle  were  untrue,  our  knowledge  would  be  less 
than  that  of  the  brutes;  it  would  be  strictly  confined 
to  the  mind's  reflection  at  each  instant  on  its  own 
existing  consciousness.  We  could  not  compare  e.g. 
our  present  consciousness  with  our  past ;  for  unless 
the  Principle  of  Certitude  were  true,  we  could  not 
even  guess  what  our  past  consciousness  has  been. 
Much  less,  as  is  evident,  could  we  even  contemplate 
comparing  our  own  consciousness  with  that  of 
others."3 

1  On  Nature  and  Grace,  p.  5-7.     And  again  p.  39-40. 

2  Work  cited,  p.  9. 

3  Work  cited,  p.  18.    And  see  this  expanded  and  enforced  from 
p.  26  to  33. 
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Now  what  reply  is  there  to  this  argument,  that 
there  may  be  judgments  which  are  intuitions  of  ~ 
truth?  In  the  first  place  I  reply  —  Observe  the  cSStu 
term  truth  in  the  statement  of  the  principle.  It  is  not 
expressly  defined;  but  it  is  abundantly  clear  from 
expressions  which  precede  it,  that  it  is  intended  to 
adopt  the  usual  definition,  'agreement  of  thought 
with  thing,'  without  question  asked,  —  what  are 
things  except  as  thought.  The  ambiguity  of  the 
term,  whether  latent  in  the  definition  or  in  the  word, 
covers  the  assumption  of  a  real,  separately  objective, 
existence  in  the  object-matter  of  the  judgments  which 
are  recognised  as  true.  Thus  in  the  explanations 
which  Mr.  Ward  gives  of  his  four  instances  of  in 
tuitive  judgments,  what  he  urges  is,  that  in  these 
cases  we  do  not  merely  say  '  I  am  impressed  with 
the  feeling;'  'I  cannot  help  thinking;'  but  we  state 
confidently  c  the  proposition  is  true;'  the  judgment, 
he  argues,  in  these  cases  is  not  subjective  but  objective, 
not  a  judgment  merely  of  consciousness,  but  an  in 
tuitive  judgment.1  Here  we  have  the  whole  conse 
quence  of  the  ambiguity  in  the  definition  of  truth. 
Because  our  judgments  of  memory,  of  connection 
between  premisses  and  conclusion,  of  axioms,  of 
external  existence,  are  as  confident  and  unhesitating 
as  judgments  of  consciousness  themselves  (e.g.  that  I 
am  now  feeling  cold),  therefore  these  judgments  have 
an  objective  character  as  opposed  to  a  subjective  one. 
Judgments  of  consciousness  are  now  spoken  of  with  a 
'merely  '  before  them,  'mere  judgments  of  conscious 
ness,'  as  if  implying  that  there  was  more  objectivity 
in  the  intuitive  kind  than  in  them.  Now  what  there 
is  more  in  them  is  the  representation  which  is  included 
1  These  expressions  are  used  p.  6.  7. 
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ir  content,  whereas  judgments  of  consciousness 
include  only  presentation,  or  presentative  perceptions, 
6'9"i  an  actual  feeling  of  cold.  There  is  more  in  them 
than  in  judgments  of  consciousness,  because  they  in 
clude  a  representation  as  well  as  a  presentation  ;  they 
have  not  more  objectivity  than  judgments  of  con 
sciousness. 

It  may  be  well  to  observe,  that  Mr.  Ward  in  the 
passage  now  under  examination  does  not  define  what 
he  means  by  judgments  of  intuition;  he  gives  in 
stances,  he  opposes  them  to  inferences,  and  to  judg 
ments  of  consciousness;  but  he  leaves  it  undecided 
whether  he  would  oppose  them  also,  in  definition,  to 
subjective  judgments,  and  whether  he  would  accord 
ingly  include  subjective  as  part  of  the  definition  of 
judgments  of  consciousness.  So  much  by  way  of  pre 
liminary  objection.  I  now  proceed  to  the  substance  of 
rny  reply,  which  however  will  consist  in  nothing 
else  than  applying  the  distinction  which  I  have  just 
drawn. 

In  fact,  if  we  studiously  abstain  from  involving 
the  notion  of  what  Mr.  Ward  calls  objective,  but  I  ab 
solute  or  separately-objective,  existence  with  the 
judgments  which  he  calls  intuitive,  then  his  distinc 
tion  between  judgments  of  consciousness  and  judg 
ments  of  intuition  is  nothing  more  nor  less  than  a 
distinction  between  judgments,  the  object-  matter  of 
which,  as  seen  in  reflection,  consists  the  one  of  presen 
tative  the  other  of  representative  perceptions.  4  1  am 
now  feeling  cold'  is  a  judgment,  the  object-matter  of 
which  is  a  presentation.  '  I  remember  to  have  felt 
cold  half  an  hour  ago'  is  a  judgment  which  has  repre 
sentations  for  its  object-matter. 

Now  I  never  heard  of  any  sensible  person,  1  mean 
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by  this  to  exclude  the  sceptic  of  romance  or  by  pro-      B££KXIL 
fession,  who  denied  that  we  could  have  true  repre-         T^r 
sentations,   who  limited  our  possible  knowledge  of      certitude 
truth  to  presentations  alone.     The  fact  is   that  we 
instinctively  trust  our  representations,  and  not  those 
of  memory  only,  but  also  of  imagination.    We  trust 
them  instinctively,  subject  to  verification,  to  the  con 
trol  of  facts,  that  is  of  presentations.     We  do  not,  as 
Mr.  Ward  supposes,  trust  them  absolutely r,  because  we 
soon  learn  that  the  unquestioning  trust  with  which 
we  start  is  not  to  be  relied  on.     But  we  trust  them 
instinctively,  though  provisionally. 

Looking  at  the  phenomena  of  the  case,  a  few 
words  will  suffice  to  show  how  the  control  and  verifi 
cation  are  exercised.  I  think  I  can  show  that  it  is 
quite  unnecessary  to  suppose  with  Mr.  Ward,  that, 
unless  the  judgments  called  intuitive  carried  with 
them  their  own  evidence  of  truth,  it  would  be  impos 
sible  even  to  compare  our  present  consciousness  with 
our  past,  impossible  to  guess  what  our  past  conscious 
ness  has  been.  Mr.  Ward  proceeds  on  the  tacit 
assumption  that  experience  conies  to  us  in  separate 
portions,  called  present  moments ;  any  one  of  these 
once  gone  into  the  past,  we  should  have,  he 
thinks,  no  means  of  knowing  anything  about  it, 
had  we  not  an  intuition  of  it,  that  is,  a  perception 
of  it,  though  absent,  as  if  present.  The  neces 
sity  for  this  violent  hypothesis  is  removed,  when 
the  continuity  of  perception,  as  well  as  its  discrete 
ness,  is  understood,  according  to  the  analysis  in 
Chapter  IV. 

The  memory  tells  us,  say,  that  we  were  cold  half 
an  hour  ago.  The  question  is,  Were  we  ?  We  have 
a  present  impression  to  that  effect,  but  may  not  this 
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BCHKX!L     ke  a  delusion?     Mr.  Ward  says, — No;  it  cannot  -1  it 
carries  with  it  intuitive  evidence  of  its  truth.     This 

S  o. 

intuitive      simplifies  the  matter  very  much  for  any  one  who  has 

Certitude.  *  .  ,  . 

reason  to  believe  in  the  infallibility  of  his  own 
memory.  But  what  is  the  fact?  In  what  does  the 
present  impression  of  having  been  cold  half  an  hour 
ago  consist?  The  content  of  the  feeling  itself,  cold, 
is  the  same  as  in  presentation,  only  much  less  vivid. 
The  surroundings  of  the  feeling  are  reproduced  with 
the  feeling  itself,  also  less  vivid  than  they  would  be 
in  presentation.  The  change  in  the  feeling  and  the 
change  in  its  surroundings,  from  half  an  hour  ago 
up  to  the  present  moment,  when  we  are  feeling  pre- 
sentatively  warm,  are  reproduced  also.  In  this  way 
the  representation  of  former  cold  is  shown  to  be  con 
tinuous  with  the  presentation  of  present  warmth.  This 
is  one  part  of  the  verification. 

The  second  part  is.  to  see  whether  my  present 
representation  of  having  been  cold  is  combined  with 
other  representations,  upon  the  repetition  of  which, 
as  to  their  content,  in  presentation,  the  representation 
of  cold  also  becomes  a  presentation.  The  question 
is — Was  I  really  cold  half  an  hour  ago,  or  is  it  only 
my  hallucination  now?  Well,  how  do  I  represent 
the  circumstances  attending  that  representation  of 
cold;  do  I  represent  myself  as  having  been  out  of 
doors  without  a  coat  on  a  winter's  day,  or  as  sitting 
by  a  warm  fire?  Can  I  repeat  those  circumstances 
again,  go  out  or  sit  by  the  fire,  and  feel  cold  again 
now  at  this  moment  ?  If  I  remember  or  represent, 
along  with  the  cold,  the  circumstance  of  having  been 
out  of  doors,  if  I  can  go  out  of  doors  and  feel  cold 

1  This  seems  intended  by  Mr.  Ward  as  an  instance  of  a  true 
intuitive  judgment,  p.  9. 
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again, — then  my  present  impression  of  having  been 
cold  half  an  hour  ago  is  probably  true  and  not  an 
hallucination. 

This  is  a  sketch  of  the  mode  in  which  the  verifi 
cation  of  representations  is  performed.  Presenta 
tions  are  the  instrument,  and  bringing  back  the  con 
tent  of  the  representations  into  presentation  again  is 
the  method.  But  presentations  and  representations 
are  alike,  completely  alike,  in  being  both  equally 
subjective  and  objective  at  once.  One  is  not  more 
subjective,  or  more  objective,  than  the  other.  A 
presentative  feeling  of  cold  is  a  fact  as  well  as  a  feel 
ing  ;  a  representation  of  cold,  of  having  been  cold 
once,  is  a  present  fact  representing  a  past  fact,  that 
is.  a  fact  in  different  context  from  the  present ;  and 
just  as  much  a  present  feeling  representing  a  past 
feeling. 

What  then  becomes  of  intuitive  judgments  which 
carry  their  own  evidence  with  them?  It  is  clear 
that  they  are  a  pure  fiction  in  cases  of  simple  memory, 
Mr.  Ward's  first  class  of  instances.  The  same  might 
easily  be  shown  with  regard  to  his  third  and  fourth 
cases,  the  axioms  of  mathematic,  and  the  judgment 
that  'there  are  external  objects,'  so  far  at  least  as 
this  judgment  means  to  assert  an  absolute  or  sepa 
rately-objective  existence.  But  the  second  class,  the 
judgments  which  lie  at  the  root  of  reasoning,  may 
seem  perhaps  to  demand  a  further  notice. 

In  fact  these  judgments  differ  from  the  verified 
and  therefore  now  certain  judgments  of  representa 
tion,  by  the  circumstance  that  they  really  are,  what 
Mr.  Ward  ascribes  to  the  rest,  not  demonstrable  but 
self-evident;  still,  primarily,  self-evident  only  as  means 
of  reasoning,  not  as  attributes  of  percepts;  and  for  this 
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BCHKXL     reason  are  called,  as  above  explained,  the  Postulates, 
—         not   Axioms,   of  Logic.1     There  is  no  intuitive  cer- 

Certhude  tainty  about  them,  in  Mr.  Ward's  sense  of  the  term. 
The  Postulates  of  Logic  and  the  syllogistic  canons 
founded  on  them  are  parts  of  method,  not  parts  of 
phenomena.  They  express  the  intention  which  the 
mind  has  of  holding  fast  in  representation  a  certain 
content  and  of  dealing  with  it  in  a  certain  way. 
They  mark  our  hold  upon  the  flux  of  consciousness, 
which  they  enable  us  to  arrest  and  examine,  and  that 
in  portions  of  it  so  minute  as  to  render  the  changes 
within  them  imperceptible  to  presentative  sensation. 
And  verification  by  presentation  attests  the  truth  of 
reasonings  performed  in  this  manner,  so  far  as  sense 
permits  verification  to  be  performed.  There  is  no 
separately -objective  fact  in  the  syllogism,  of  which 
the  syllogistic  method  gives  us  the  intuition.  When 
I  say  c  if  the  premisses  are  true,  then  the  conclusion 
is  true,'  I  ascribe  no  separately-objective  existence  to 
the  syllogism ;  what  I  mean  is,  that  if  I  can  verify 
the  premisses,  then  I  know  that  I  should  be  able  to 
verify  the  conclusion,  under  suitable  circumstances 
of  experiment. 

It  has  now,  I  think,  been  made  clear,  that  the 
fundamental  error  in  Mr.  Ward's  theory  of  intuitive 
judgments  is  the  same  as  that  in  Father  Kleutgen's 
scholasticism,  and  that  this  error  is  no  other  than 
the  separation  of  object  from  subject  by  adopting  the 
direct  instead  of  the  reflective  method.  This  error 
has  been  detected  in  the  origination  of  the  theory  of 
intuitive  judgments.  I  proceed  to  trace  it  in  some 
of  its  consequences. 

Having  established,  as  he  thinks,  the  truth  of  the 
1  See  above,   p.  103. 
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Principle  of  Certitude,  Mr.  Ward  proceeds  to  signalise      ^^x. 
as  the  first  question  to  meet  us, — What  is  the  test  of        yjr 
legitimate  intuitions?1     There  must  be  some  primary      certitmTe 
intuitive  judgments,  which  are  not  only  true  but  the 
basis  of  others.     Mr.  Ward  coins  the  word  intuem,  to 
express  the  thing  intued  in  an  intuitive  judgment.2 
The  question,  then,  is, — What  intuems  are  necessary? 
"  Of  intuems,  some  are   '  necessary/  others  not  so. 
By  '  necessary  intuem'  is  meant  a  verity  legitimately 
intued  as  'necessarily'  true.    When  e.g.  I  intue  by 
memory  that  five  minutes  ago  I  was  seated  at  this 
table,  this  truth  is  no  necessary  intuem.     But  when 
I  intue  that  a  rectilineal  figure  of  three  sides  has 
three  angles,  the  truth  is  necessary,  and  is  legitimately 
intued  as  such."3 

Mr.  Ward  does  not  propose  any  theory  of  his 
own,  either  as  to  the  test  of  legitimacy  of  intuems,  or 
as  to  the  distinction  of  necessary  intuems  from  the 
rest.  But  he  proceeds  forthwith  to  consider  uthe 
relation  in  which  Necessary  Truth  stands  to  the  In 
tellect  and  the  Will "  of  God  ;  taking  for  his  instance 
of  necessary  truth  the  axioms  and  theorems  of  geo 
metry.4 

Two  propositions  are  implied,  says  Mr.  Ward,  in 
this  word  'necessary;'  "  (1)  Necessary  truths  do  not 
derive  their  verity  from  the  fact  that  God  necessarily 
intues  them.  Rather  the  very  opposite  is  the  fact : 
God  necessarily  intues  them,  because  they  are  neces 
sary  truths.  Who  would  say  e.g.  that  God  is  neces 
sarily  Self-existent,  because  He  intues  Himself  to  be 
so?  On  the  contrary  of  course:  He  intues  Himself 
to  be  so,  because  He  is  so.  *  *  *  It  follows,  therefore, 

1  On  Nature  and  Grace,  p.  34.         2  Work  cited,  p.  40. 
3  Work  cited,  p.  42.  4  Work  cited,  p.  42-43. 
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L  that  through  all  Eternity  God  is  constantly  gazing 
"TjT  on  the  vast  mass  of  Necessary  Mathematical  Truth. 
Certitude.  (^)  ^  *s  no^  onty  certain  that  necessary  truths  are 
not  derived  from  God's  intuition  of  them,  but  that 
in  some  sense  they  seem  to  limit  His  Power.  God 
cannot  create  a  rectilineal  figure  of  three  sides,  which 
has  more  or  less  than  three  angles  ;  or  again,  whose 
angles  taken  together  amount  to  either  more  or  less 
than  two  right  angles."1 

"  Here  then,"  Mr.  Ward  continues,  "  we  are 
brought  face  to  face  with  the  difficulties  which  I 
mentioned  as  existing."2  Yes,  no  doubt;  scholasticism 
could  not  breathe  but  in  an  atmosphere  of  self- 
created  difficulties.  But  what  is  the  solution?  Neces 
sary  Truth  is  God.  "  This  then  is  our  conclusion.  All 
Necessary  Truth  is  identical  with  God  ;  in  intuing  it, 
I  really  intue  the  One  Necessary  Ens  ;  though  in  this, 
as  in  so  many  other  cases,  I  may  be  very  far  from 
recognising  the  full  extent  of  the  Object  which  I 
contemplate.  God,  in  intuing  Necessary  Truth,  in- 
tues  Himself;  a  creature,  in  intuing  Necessary  Truth, 
intues  God."3  I  am  not  going,  at  present,  to  make 
any  objection  to  this  conclusion.  All  that  I  would 
remark  is,  a  remark  to  be  justified  farther  on,  —  if 
God  is  identical  with  necessary  truth,  what  becomes 
of  the  notion  of  a  Creator  ? 

I  now  follow  Mr.  Ward  in  his  continuation  of 
this  same  question,  in  Section  III.  of  the  same  Chapter, 
entitled  "  On  the  Relation  between  God  and  Moral 
Truth."  He  there  takes  up  the  thread  of  the  argu 
ment  at  the  point  we  have  just  reached,  and  draws  a 
precisely  similar  conclusion  with  respect  to  the  rela- 

1  On  Nature  and  Grace,  p.  43-44. 

2  Work  cited,  p.  44.  s  Work  cited,  p.  45. 
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tion  of  Moral  Truth  to  God.  "  This  conclusion,  that 
Moral  Truth  is  identical  with  God,  is  based  on  the 
same  grounds,  which  establish  the  parallel  conclusion 
in  the  case  of  Mathematical  Truth :  in  this  case,  as 
in  that,  such  a  conclusion  is  the  only  possible  mode 
of  avoiding  objections,  otherwise  insuperable.  But 
there  are  reasons  in  this  case,  of  quite  a  different 
kind,  which  also  press  most  strongly  towards  the 
same  conclusion."1 

The  passage  which  I  shall  next  quote,  as  throw 
ing  the  tinal  light  on  Mr.  Ward's  theory  of  necessary 
intuitive  truth,  occurs  in  an  answer  which  he  gives 
to  an  objection  which  he  supposes  on  the  part  of  an 
orthodox  opponent.  The  objection  is  stated  at  con 
siderable  length,2  and  comes  to  this,  that  Mr.  Ward's 
view  detracts  too  much  from  the  direct  agency  of 
God,  and  reduces  it  too  much  to  a  kind  of  pitiless 
destiny.  Mr.  Ward  replies  :  "  Now  I  say,  secondly 
and  more  directly,  that  the  objection  is  not  efficacious 
at  all  against  this  doctrine.  Let  it  be  observed  then, 
that  the  necessity  of  Moral  Truth,  as  of  Mathematical, 
is  a  hypothetical  necessity.  It  is  in  no  respect  neces 
sary  that  God  shall  create  a  triangle;  it  is  only 
necessary  that,  if  He  create  one,  its  three  angles  to 
gether  equal  two  right  angles.  In  like  manner  it  is 
in  no  respect  necessary,  that  He  shall  create  beings 
possessed  of  freedom  and  intelligence ;  it  is  only  ne 
cessary,  that,  if  He  do  create  such  beings,  they  are 
subject  to  this  or  that  moral  obligation."3  I  need 
not  continue  the  citation.  I  will  continue  it  by 
analogy. — It  is  not  necessary  that  God  should  pro- 

1  On  Nature  and  Grace,  p.  74. 

2  Work  cited,  p.  102-103. 

3  Work  cited,  p.  104. 
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BCHKxIL     duce  a^  a^  >  ^  is  onV  necessary  that,  if  He  produces, 
He  shall  produce  Himself;  which  self-production  is 
intuitive      His  Aseity,  whereby  He  is  Causa  Sui. 

Certitude.  «?'  j 

Observe  the  passing  over  into  questions  of  genesis 
from  questions  of  nature ;  from  questions  of  rt  lanv 
to  questions  of  ir£$  iragKyfarut.  Observe  the  separa 
tion  of  the  existence,  the  thatness,  of  objects,  from 
their  laws,  their  whatness.  Now  either  you  can  carry 
this  separation  up  throughout,  up  to  God,  and  then 
you  get,  as  source  of  genesis  a  pure,  arbitrary,  unde 
termined  power,  without  any  analysis  or  nature  at 
all,  without  any  identification  with  necessary  truth ; 
or  else  you  must  make,  from  the  first,  a  distinction 
only  and  not  a  separation  of  the  two  questions,  and 
confess  that  the  phenomenal  world,  in  which  the 
necessary  truths  are  found,  has  a  history  coeval  with 
its  nature  and  analysis. 

In  other  words,  you  cannot  make  truths  at  one 
time  necessary,  at  another  hypothetical;  you  cannot 
identify  God  with  necessary  truths,  when  you  are 
asking  what  God  is,  and  what  His  connection  with 
them;  and  then,  when  you  come  to  ask  how  God 
acts,  sever  those  same  necessary  truths  from  their 
content  (the  triangles  and  the  intelligent  beings 
spoken  of  by  Mr.  Ward),  and  make  their  existence 
in  the  phenomenal  w^orld  hypothetical.  The  exist 
ence  of  equality  between  the  angles  of  a  triangle  and 
two  right  angles  involves  the  existence  of  a  triangle, 
just  as  much  as  vice  versa.  Both  are  existent  objects 
of  reflection  in  the  same  sense.  If  the  former  is  a 
necessary  truth,  so  is  the  latter.  There  is  no  more 
dependence  on  the  power  of  a  creator  in  the  exist 
ence  of  a  triangle  than  in  the  existence  of  this  cha 
racteristic  of  its  angles.  Mr.  Ward's  point  of  view 
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has   changed,  that  is   all.     The  objection  has  been      BCHKx110 
brought,  that   the   agency  of  God  must   be   upheld.         ~^r 
Accordingly  the   "Creator"  doctrine  is  brought  in,      certitude0 
and  the  necessary  truths,  which  God  was  previously 
said  to  gaze  on  eternally,  He  is  now  said  (by  impli 
cation)  to  create  by  creating  the  mathematical  figures, 
and   the  intelligent  beings,   of  which   they  are   the 
laws.       And    this,    notwithstanding    that    necessary 
truths  are  thus  separated  from  phenomena,  in  which 
alone  they  have  meaning,   and  become  xagtcra   etiq 
KU^U  ra  vgdypara,  in  the  teeth  of  Aristotle  and  even 
of   St.  Thomas   Aquinas.       "  Plato,   thou    reasonest 
well !" 


§  7.  Here  I  conclude  the  examination  which 
seemed  to  me  requisite  of  the  writings  of  these  two 
distinguished  men,  the  one,  Father  Kleutgen,  a  con- 
ceptualist,  the  other,  Mr.  Ward,  an  intuitionist.  Both 
theories  we  have  found  to  lead  to  the  same  desired 
haven,  the  conception  of  a  Creator.  Both  theories 
come  to  this  conclusion  because  both  start  from  the 
same  fallacious  principle,  the  separation  of  object 
and  subject,  by  adopting  the  method  of  direct  per 
ception  in  philosophy.  What  is  violently  sundered 
must  be  violently  reunited. 

The  catenation  of  thought  is  clear.  As  soon  as 
any  one  (1)  starts  with  object  and  subject  separated, 
and  then  (2)  enquires  into  the  history  of  things,  he  is 
landed  in  the  conception  of  a  cause,  of  a  cause  of  that 
cause,  and  so  on  without  assignable  limit.  Mere 
weariness  compels  him  to  look  about  for  some  halt. 
He  says, — How  long  am  I  to  go  on  with  this  search 
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Causa 

Mundi. 


for  prior  causes  ?  The  answer  is  plain, — Until  he  has 
^accounted  for  all  the  phenomena  which  he  knows  or 
suspects  to  exist  in  the  world.  At  that  point  and  not 
till  then  he  can  stop.  Oh,  he  says,  that  is  soon  done ; 
I  cannot  indeed  imagine  all  the  phenomena  which  I 
suspect  to  exist,  but  I  can  do  more,  I  can  imagine 
that  I  imagine  them,  and  more,  indeed  all  that  are 
possible,  whether  I  actually  suspect  them  or  not. 
And  I  will  imagine  my  Cause  endowed  with  a  fund  of 
force  sufficiently  great  to  produce  all  these  effects. 
This  will  then  be  the  cause  of  everything  that  is 
possible  ;  cannot  therefore  be  caused  by  anything ; 
but  will  be  the  first  or  uncaused  cause  of  all 
things. 

The  conception  of  First  Cause  is  thus  easily 
reached,  but  it  is  not  so  easy  to  clear  it  of  contradic 
tions.  It  is  a  particular  thing,  by  the  very  condi 
tions  of  its  origin,  from  separation  of  object  and 
subject  in  direct  perception.  Nevertheless,  there  was 
evidently  a  time  when  it  was  itself  the  All,  namely, 
before  it  created  the  world.  The  conception  of  the 
All,  therefore,  is  not  wholly  incompatible  with  it. 
But  when  it  has  created  the  world,  then,  as  a  cause 
and  not  the  All,  it  is  a  particular  thing,  and  as  such 
must  have  a  cause.  But  again,  as  it  is  itself  the  cause 
of  everything  else,  its  cause  can  only  be  itself;  it  is 
Causa  Sui.  It  is  therefore  Causa  Sui  et  Mundi ;  and 
this,  I  believe,  is  the  full  scholastic  conception. 

But  in  the  next  place,  if  it  is  its  own  cause,  it 
follows  that  it  is  also  its  own  effect,  effectus  sui ;  and 
since  cause  and  effect  are  correlative  and  coextensive, 
its  effects  as  well  as  its  cause  are  itself.  For  if  A  (as 
cause)  contains  anything  for  which  A  (as  effect)  has 
no  correspondent,  then  A  (as  cause)  is  not  cause  of 
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itself,  but  only  of  part  of  itself;   and  yet  the   sole      ^^x" 
raison  d'etre  of  A  (as  cause)  is  to  be  cause  of  A  (as         — 
effect),  that  is,  of  itself.     A  (as  effect)  is  that  which 
is  the  basis  of  the  whole  reasoning.     Consequently  A 
(as  cause)  cannot  be  cause  of  itself  and  of  the  world 
too,  causa  sui  et  mundi,  unless  the  world  is  part  of 
itself,  part  of  A  (as  effect). 

Just  as  A  has  no  cause  but  itself,  so  also  it  has 
no  effect  but  itself;  and  we  return  again  to  the  point 
from  which  we  started,  namely,  that  the  First  Cause 
is  in  some  sense  also  the  All ;  only  that  now  we  find 
at  to  be  so  after  the  supposed  creation  of  the  world, 
as  well  as  before  it.  In  other  words,  the  world  and 
its  cause  are  one. 

There  is,  then,  no  resting  in  the  notion  of  First 
Cause,  or  Causa  Sui.  The  term  causa  imports  parti 
cularity  and  separation  of  parts ;  the  whole  term 
causa  sui  imports  universality  and  union  of  parts. 
The  term  causa  sui,  as  remarked  in  a  previous  Chap 
ter,1  is  an  hyperbole,  caused  by  the  attempt  to  con 
ceptualise,  or  express  in  terms  of  thought,  the  infinite 
object  of  perception.  When  recognised  as  such  an 
hyperbole,  and  consequently  freed  from  any  endea 
vour  to  draw  consequences  from  it  as  if  it  were  a 
statement  of  the  truth  of  things,  it  remains  compara 
tively  harmless.  But  it  is  no  longer  harmless  when 
understood,  not  as  an  inadequate  expression  for  the 
All,  but  as  a  statement  that  there  is,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  a  separate  Entity  called  the  First  Cause,  on 
which  other  entities,  called  created  things,  depend. 
Its  particularity  and  separability,  the  very  features 
which  render  it  self-contradictory,  are  those  which 
prevent  its  being  harmless.  And  what  I  mean  by  its 
1  Chapter  VI.  Vol.  I.  p.  408. 
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particularity  and  separability  is  this.   The  first  cause, 
though  inseparable  from  itself,  as  causa  sui,  is  yet 
Causa  sui  et    separable  from  the  world,  its  consequence  and  effect ; 

Mundi.  i  •         •       i         i  i 

it  is  not  the  world  over  again,  subjectively,  but  the 
cause  of  the  world.  It  can  exist  without  the  world ; 
but  not  the  world  without  it. 

This  feature  enables  it  to  be  used  as  the  source  of 
a  Revelation,  in  the  usual  sense  of  the  word ;  as  the 
author  of  Miracles  ;  as  the  dictater  of  Creeds  ;  as  the 
establisher  and  sustainer  of  Churches.  Whether 
Churches  are  supposed  infallible  in  their  personal 
representatives  from  time  to  time  existing,  or  as  the 
guardians  of  an  immutable  and  infallibly  true  creed, 
makes  little  theoretical  difference.  In  either  case  the 
authority  of  the  Creator  is  appealed  to  in  support  of 
foregone  conclusions,  by  virtue  of  the  conception  of  a 
particular  maker  and  revealer. 

What  is  still  worse  than  the  injury  thus  done  to 
philosophy  is  the  injury  done  to  religion.  Religion, 
of  which  Churches  ought  to  be  the  guardians,  is  im 
plicated  with  the  various  systems  of  dogma  which 
grow  out  of  and  around  this  erroneous  notion  of  a 
particular  Creator.  And  then  even  the  healthy  and 
necessary  reaction  against  this  narrow  and  false  con 
ception,  in  its  opposition  to  Churches  which  insist 
upon  its  being  held,  and  are  at  the  same  time  the 
recognised  guardians  of  religion,  injures  religion. 
Churches  and  the  dogma  of  a  particular  Creator  to 
which  they  cleave  are  the  common  enemy  of  philo 
sophy  and  religion.  It  is  the  separation  of  the 
Creator  from  his  Creation,  a  separation  which  renders 
him  a  particular  and  finite  being,  proposed  to  us  by 
the  churches  as  an  absolute  and  infinite  one,  that  it 
is  essential  to  avoid.  There  is  a  sense  in  which  the 
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term  creator  might  still  be  logically  and  profitably 
used.  And  the  limiting  conditions  under  which 
alone  it  can  receive  this  sense,  conditions  which  will 
modify  the  notion  itself  as  now  received,  will  be 
pointed  out  in  the  following  Chapter. 

It  is  not  the  facts  in  human  nature,  it  is  not  the 
facts  of  perception,  of  knowledge,  of  feeling,  of  con 
science,  of  moral  sense,  or  sense  of  right  and  wrong, 
of  love  to  man  and  love  to  God  as  an  Ideal  Object, 
that  any  true  philosopher  wishes  to  disprove,  or 
banish,  or  weaken,  or  oppose.  It  is  not  Religion 
that  is  in  danger  from  philosophy ;  it  is  the  false 
dogma  with  which  religion  is  associated.  It  is  from 
its  bad  companionship  with  untenable  dogmas,  and 
with  societies  which  make  it  their  business  to  main 
tain  these  dogmas  at  all  costs,  that  religion  is  endan 
gered.  It  is  endangered  by  the  moral  and  intellectual 
anarchy,  which  the  resolution  to  support  a  foregone 
conclusion  will  not  let  die. 

If  it  is  true  that  the  fortunes  of  mankind,  and 
even  its  continued  existence,  are  bound  up  with  the 
maintenance  of  true  morality  in  life  and  conduct, 
and  that  the  maintenance  of  morality  again  largely 
depends  upon  its  being  enforced  and  vivified  by  re 
ligion,  it  becomes  an  imperative  duty  at  all  hazards 
to  tear  religion  away  from  a  dogma  which  sets  it  at 
variance  with  the  free  exercise  of  thought,  and 
weakens  the  authority  of  its  sanction  by  undermining 
its  claims  upon  the  intellect.  At  the  same  time,  the 
other  and  positive  side  of  the  same  task,  the  negative 
side  being  provided  for,  becomes  more  than  ever  im 
portant  ;  namely,  to  exhibit  religion  as  not  torn  away 
from,  but  more  closely  than  ever  leaning  on,  its  true 
supports  in  the  unseen  and  eternal  world ;  and  as,  in 
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this  way,  bringing  to  bear  the  whole  weight  of  our 
conceptions  regarding  that  world  to  uphold  and 
sanction  whatever  conscience  shall  declare  to  be  holy 
and  just  and  good. 


CHAPTER  XL 


THE  SEEN  AND  THE  UNSEEN. 


Sed  tempus  lustrare  aliis  Helicona  choreis, 

Et  campum  Hsemonio  jam  dare  tempus  equo. 

Propertiug. 


§  1.  I  HOPE  my  readers  have  not  skipped  the  fore- 
going  Chapters  to  pounce  upon  this,  attracted  by  the 
easy  theological  look  of  its  title.     Without  reading 
those,  this  cannot  be  understood ;  but  that  is  their       World. 
aiFair,  not  mine. 

It  was  said  at  the  beginning  of  the  foregoing 
Chapter,  that  to  ask  if  there  was  a  constructive 
branch  in  philosophy  was  to  ask  if  Time,  Space,  Feel 
ing,  the  Postulates  of  Logic,  and  the  Axiom  of  Uni 
formity,  had  universal  and  necessary  validity.  Now 
if  any  one  of  these  five  has  such  validity,  it  would  be 
enough  to  constitute  the  constructive  branch  of  philo 
sophy  ;  for  we  should  be  in  possession  of  one  piece  of 
knowledge  at  any  rate,  concerning  the  unseen  as  well 
as  the  seen  world.  It  is  not  how  much  we  know 
about  the  unseen  world,  but  whether  we  know  any 
thing  at  all  about  it,  that  is  important  in  deciding  the 
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BGH.KXLF'      question  whether  there  is  a   constructive  branch  of 
7Y~         philosophy,  and  whether  philosophy  for  that  reason 

tSTunseen   emDraces  a  larger  object  than  science. 

World-  Many  people  will  say  that  such  small  knowledge 

as  we  can  attain  of  the  unseen  world  is  really  nothing, 
tantamount  to  nothing,  that  we  might  just  as  well 
call  that  world  "  unknowable"  at  once  and  have  done 
with  it.  If  for  really  nothing  they  would  say  figura 
tively  nothing,  or  comparatively  to  exact  science 
nothing,  or  for  popular  declamatory  purposes  nothing, 
they  would  be  nearer  the  truth.  But  even  then  they 
would  be  far  enough  from  it.  For  the  difference  is 
enormous.  Without  this  "nothing"  we  should  be 
handed  over,  bound  hand  and  foot,  for  the  priests 
and  the  materialists  to  fight  over  with  interminable 
wranglings.  With  it,  we  can  criticise  both  the  priests 
who  profess  to  know  everything,  and  the  materialists 
who  profess  that  nothing  can  be  known.  We  can 
show  precisely  what  can  be  known  and  why,  why  so 
much  and  no  more. 

On  the  other  hand  it  is  equally  unjustifiable  to 
pitch  upon  any  of  the  five,  or  indeed  upon  any  fea 
ture  whatever,  which  shall  appear  to  have  universal 
and  necessary  validity,  as  the  key-note,  so  to  speak, 
of  the  universe,  as  the  principle  at  the  root  of  all 
things,  as  the  secret  of  the  Absolute.  To  construct 
the  universe  out  of  such  partial  knowledge  is  impos 
sible.  We  have,  it  is  true,  the  knowledge  that  the 
feature  or  features  in  question  enter  into  the  constitu 
tion  of  the  universe  at  large  ;  but  we  have  no  know 
ledge  as  to  what  part  they  make,  what  function  they 
perform,  in  it.  To  say  that  the  universe  is  a  develop 
ment  of  Will  alone,  with  Schopenhauer,  or  of  Thought 
alone,  with  Hegel,  is  naive.  Granted  there  is  some- 
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thing    that   answers    to    will,    and    something    that      ^§SF 
answers  to  thought,  in  the  universe.     Still  we  know         "^7 
too  little  of  their  modifications  to  be  justified  in  con-    S^Hv 
sidering  these  features  as  the  source  and  end  of  all.        World> 
We  know  something  about  the  universe,  but  we  have 
not  the  key  to  it ;  we  have  it  not  in  the  form  of  "  The 
Absolute."     Theories  of  this  kind  rest  on  the  con 
fusion  which  was  pointed  out  in  the  first  Chapter, 
between  the  analytical  and  the  constructive  branches 
of  philosophy ;  inasmuch  as  they  profess  to  construct 
the  universe  as  a  whole  with  the  materials  given,  and 
in  the  shape  in  which  they  are  given,  by  analytical 
philosophy  or  metaphysic. 

But  if  the  seen  and  the  unseen  worlds  together 
constitute  the  universe,  the  question  next  arises,  how 
are  these  two  worlds  demarcated  from  one  another, 
and  how  can  the  unseen  world  be  introduced  as  a 
reality,  being  unseen?  It  is  in  answering  this  ques 
tion  that  the  principle  maintained  in  the  present 
work  as  the  cardinal  principle  of  philosophy,  namely, 
the  principle  of  Reflection,  must  if  anywhere  prove 
its  competence  and  its  validity.  And  I  think  that  it 
will  do  so.  Reflection  not  only  takes  into  its  purview 
a  far  wider  sweep  of  objects  than  direct  perception 
does,  but  it  supplies  means  of  distinguishing  the 
point  where  the  narrower  purview  ends,  and  where 
the  wider  purview  continues  alone.  It  is  as  if,  fixing 
one  foot  of  a  compass,  we  traced  out  first  an  inner 
and  then  an  outer  circle  from  the  same  centre,  that 
centre  being  self-consciousness  or  the  principle  of 
reflection.  The  inner  circle  is  the  seen  world,  the 
outer  is  the  universe,  and  the  space  between  the  un 
seen  world. 

The  seen  world  is  Kant's  mundus  sensibilis  et  Intel- 
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BcSKxiL      ligibilis.1  It  contains  whatever  is  or  may  possibly  be- 

—         come  an  object  of  direct  perception  and  thought  to 

Demarcation    beings  constituted  as  men  are.     The  unseen  world 

of  the  Unseen  ° . 

World.  contains  all  that  is  or  may  be  an  object  of  reflective 
perception  and  thought  to  beings  constituted  as  men 
are,  if  at  the  same  time  this  object  is  or  may  be  an 
object  of  direct  perception  and  thought  to  other,  differ 
ently  endowed,  beings. 

It  is,  then,  the  distinction  between  direct  and 
reflective  consciousness,  established  in  Chapter  II., 
which  furnishes  us  with  the  line  of  demarcation  be 
tween  the  seen  and  the  unseen  worlds.  It  will  be 
remarked,  that  direct  perception  is  not  excluded  from 
the  unseen  world  in  toto ;  it  is  only  our  powers  of 
direct  perception  that  are  excluded;  and  this  it  is 
which  constitutes  that  world  an  unseen  one.  To  dif 
ferently  endowed  beings  it  would  be  a  seen  world ; 
but  we  know  it  only  as  an  object  of  our  reflective 
powers.  And  this  difference  it  is,  namely,  between 
the  beings  who  have  direct  perception  of  the  seen 
and  unseen  worlds  respectively,  which  gives  us  the 
further  distinction  between  the  three  branches  of 
knowledge  which  were  sketched  out  in  Chapter  I. 
For,  first, 

Reflection  determines  the  range  of  metaphysic  or 
the  analytical  branch  of  philosophy;  and  this  range 
embraces  as  portions  of  it  both  the  seen  and  the  un 
seen  world. 

Direct  perception  in  the  seen  world  determines 
the  range  of  science. 

Direct  perception  in  the  unseen  world  determines 
that  of  the  constructive  branch  of  philosophy. 

1  Kritik  d.  E.V.  Yon  dem  Grunde  der  Unterscheidung,  &c. 
p.  238.  Hartenstein,  1853.  And  see  also  above,  Chapter  III. 
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§  2.  But  it  is  time  to  turn  to  our  list  of  five,  BCH.KXI!' 
Time,  Space,  Feeling,  the  Postulates,  the  Axiom,  — 
and  to  see  whether  all  or  any  of  these  must  be  held 
to  enter  as  necessary  and  universal  features  into  the 
constitution  of  the  unseen  world,  from  being  neces 
sarily  involved  and  presupposed  in  reflective  percep 
tion.  If  any  of  them  should  be  found  not  to  do  so, 
still  it  will  not  follow  that  this  one  makes  no  part  of 
the  unseen  world,  but  merely  that  we  have  no  ground 
for  concluding  that  it  does  so.  We  shall  not  be 
entitled  to  put  it  into  our  picture  of  the  unseen 
world,  but  we  shall  also  be  unable  to  deny  its  pre 
sence  there.  We  shall  be  unable  to  say  whether,  in 
respect  of  it,  the  seen  and  the  unseen  worlds  are 
coextensive  and  conterminous  or  not.  For  it  clearly 
belongs  to  the  seen  world,  and  there  it  is  that  we  are 
originally  conscious  of  it;  the  present  question  being, 
whether  it  belongs  also  to  the  unseen. 

About  two  of  the  five  there  can  be  no  doubt, 
namely,  Time  and  Feeling.  There  can  be  no  con 
sciousness  without  them,  and  consequently  no  exist 
ence.  And  be  it  observed  that  by  feeling  is  meant 
more  than  one  single  undistinguishable  feeling.  There 
must  be  a  plurality  of  feelings,  and,  since  these  must 
occupy  some  duration,  there  must  be  a  chain  or 
sequence  of  different  feelings.  But  nothing  whatever 
is  implied  as  to  the  kind  or  kinds  of  feeling  which 
must  belong  to  the  sequence.  All  that  is  asserted  is 
that,  just  as  existence  means  presence  in  conscious 
ness,  so  consciousness  means  sequence  of  feelings,  or 
change  of  feeling  in  time.  Both  conclusions  are 
arrived  at  in  previous  Chapters. 

Reserving  for  the  present  the  question  of  Space, 
I  take  next  in  order  the  two  last  of  our  five,  the  Pos- 
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BCHKXI.L  tulates  and  the  Axiom,  which  we  have  already  seen 
to  be  opposite  aspects  of  each  other,  and  therefore 
inseparable.1  The  question  concerning  them  is  of  a 
nature  to  put  in  a  clear  light  the  precise  character  of 
my  present  theory  of  philosophy,  its  character  as  a 
philosophy  founded  on  Reflection. 

For  it  might  seem  at  first  sight  that  the  Postu 
lates  of  Logic  and  the  Axiom  of  Uniformity  have  not 
that  universal  and  necessary  validity  which  would 
alone  warrant  us  in  affirming  them  of  the  unseen 
world.  Change  of  feeling  in  time  is  the  subjective 
aspect  of  existence,  as  both  together  are  contemplated 
by  reflection.  The  two  aspects  are  the  two  halves  of 
the  total  object  of  reflection;  and  the  subjective  half 
is  the  analysis,  in  philosophy,  of  the  objective.  Mere 
existence,  then,  would  seem  to  involve  nothing  more, 
in  a  necessary  way,  than  time  and  feeling. 

Again,  this  same  result  might  be  reached  by 
another  line  of  argument.  Granting  that  esse  means 
percipi,  it  might  be  urged  that  it  does  not  therefore 
mean  concipi  too,  but  on  the  contrary  excludes  it. 
The  Postulates  and  the  Axiom  are  the  basis  of  all 
tho'ught,  conception,  and  reasoning;  but  though  these 
presuppose  perception,  perception  by  no  means  pre 
supposes  them.  There  may  be  a  perceived  world 
which  is  not  also  a  conceived  one ;  a  world  of  feelings 
in  time  not  reduced  into  any  order  of  thought  what 
ever,  not  capable  of  being  so  reduced.  In  short  the 
unseen  world  may  exist  as  Chaos.  It  is  not  essential 
to  existence  that  it  should  be  subject  to  the  Pos 
tulates  and  the  Axiom. 

The  answer  to  both  arguments  is  the  same,  and 
this  answer  will  bring  to  light,  more  clearly  perhaps 
1  Above,  Chap.  VIII.  p.  103.  and  Chap.  IX.  p.  144. 
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than  anything  that  has  preceded,  the  precise  cha- 
racter  of  the  philosophy  of  reflection.  This  answer 
is,  that  the  process  or  function  of  reflection  is  that 

characteristics. 

which  is  the  basis  of  philosophy,  and  not  any  one  or 
more  of  its  objects  or  results.  When  in  the  first 
argument  it  is  said,  that  change  of  feeling  in  time  is 
the  subjective  aspect  and  analysis  of  existence,  this  is 
but  one  result  of  reflection ;  it  gives  us  existence  in 
its  lowest  terms,  so  to  speak.  A  second  exercise  of 
reflection  gives  us  its  total  object,  namely,  existence 
and  its  subjective  aspect  together.  But  this  percep 
tion,  a  perception  of  the  equivalence  of  the  two 
aspects  and  of  their  inseparability,  involves  the  Pos 
tulates  and  the  Axiom. 

To  the  second  argument  it  may  be  replied,  that 
it  has  been  already  shown  at  length,  in  Chapter  II., 
that  reflective  perception  presupposes  conception  or 
thought  to  have  taken  place  in  remoulding  the  data 
of  primary  consciousness.  But  if  so,  it  involves  the 
Postulates  and  the  Axiom,  which  are  the  terms 
expressing  the  logical  machinery  and  leverage  of 
thought.  To  exclude  these  involves  the  exclusion  of 
reflection.  And  the  result  of  including  Time  and 
Feeling  in  the  unseen  world,  while  excluding  the 
Postulates  and  the  Axiom,  would  be  to  reduce  it  to 
a  world  of  primary  perception,  of  percepts  which  are 
indeed  the  data  and  furnish  the  content  of  all  know 
ledge,  but  which  become  knowledge  only  by  being 
moulded  by  the  Postulates  and  the  Axiom.  To 
knowledge  these  are  as  essential  as  the  primary  per 
cepts.  And  the  question  as  to  the  unseen  world  is 
not  whether  it  is  a  richer  object  than  the  primary 
percepts,  for  this  it  must  be  if  it  is  an  object  of 
knowledge  at  all,  but  whether,  as  an  object  of  reflec- 
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—         direct  knowledge ;  whether,  in  short,  the  direct  me- 

its necessary    thod  of  cognition  is  not  a  restriction  introduced  into 

characteristics. 

the  larger  method  of  reflective.  It  is  not  the  mere 
fact  of  subjectivity  in  an  object  that  makes  it  an 
object  of  reflective  and  not  of  direct  perception. 
Feelings  as  well  as  things  may  be  direct  objects.  It 
is  the  stopping  short  in  the  process  of  reflection  that 
turns  the  object,  at  which  you  stop  short,  into  an 
object  of  direct  instead  of  letting  it  remain  one  of 
reflective  perception. 

There  remains  but  one  of  the  five  to  examine, 
namely,  Space ;  and  here  a  great  difference  discloses 
itself.  Space,  unlike  Time,  is  not  inseparably  in 
volved  with  any  kinds  of  feeling  but  two,  visual  and 
tactual  sensation,  taking  the  latter  in  the  large  sense 
in  which  it  has  been  already  used.  Space  again  is 
not  requisite  in  order  to  reflective  perception  ;  the 
Postulates  and  the  Axiom  may  be  applied  to  se 
quences  of  feelings  in  time  without  supposing  visual 
or  tactual  sensation,  or  the  muscular  or  nerve  feel 
ings  combined  with  them,  to  make  any  part  of  the 
sequences.  There  is  therefore  no  reason  for  including 
Space  among  the  features  which  we  cannot  but  attri 
bute  to  the  unseen  world.  That  world,  as  we  are 
compelled  by  reflection  to  picture  it,  and  not  as  we 
may  picture  it  for  other  reasons  unforbidden  by  re 
flection,  is  not  a  world  occupying  space,  is  riot  a 
world  which  is  either  visible  or  tangible.  It  is  not 
what  is  commonly  called  a  material  world.  It  is  a 
world  of  feelings  subject  to  uniform  laws,  eternal  in 
duration,  but  having  no  extent  and  no  position  in 
space. 

This  circumstance  alone  shows  the  necessity  of  a 
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constructive  branch  of  philosophy.  For  how  are  we 
to  picture  the  relation  between  two  worlds  so  unlike 
as  this,  a  seen  world  occupying  an  infinite  space,  and 
an  unseen  world  occupying  not  space  but  an  infinite 
time  ?  If  we  restricted  ourselves  to  what  have  been 
shown  to  be  the  necessary  features  of  the  unseen 
world,  our  conception  of  the  relation,  in  picturing  it, 
must  be  something  of  this  kind;  namely,  that  for  a 
certain  period  in  the  history  of  the  unseen  world,  a 
world  of  matter  and  space  appears ;  the  unseen  world 
becomes  spatial,  visible,  and  tangible,  at  a  certain 
point  in  its  career ;  and  this  period,  during  which  a 
spatial  world  exists,  is  the  period  of  existence  of  the 
seen  world. 

But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  we  are  led,  by  con 
siderations  belonging  to  constructive  philosophy,  to 
attribute  space,  visibility,  tangibility,  to  the  unseen 
world,  which  nothing  in  philosophy  prevents  us 
doing, — then  we  make  this  unseen  world  of  space 
eternal,  by  identifying  it  with  the  unseen  world  of 
time,  which  is  necessary  in  reflection ;  and  we  also 
reduce,  or  elevate,  it  to  the  rank  of  differing  only  in 
degree,  instead  of  in  kind,  from  the  seen  world. 
For,  on  this  supposition,  it  is  unseen  only  because 
the  qualities  of  visibility  and  tangibility,  which  it 
possesses,  are  in  degree  either  too  intense  or  too 
feeble  to  be  apprehended  by  human  senses ;  not  be 
cause  those  qualities  are  different  in  kind  from  those 
of  the  same  name  in  the  seen  world.  This  is  the  sort 
of  unseen  world  which  is  apparently  intended  by  the 
authors  of  The  Unseen  Universe,  cited  in  a  previous 
Chapter. 

Several  objections  will,  I  foresee,  be  made  to  the 
restriction  of  the  necessary  features  of  the  unseen 
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Bc°oKni-      world  to  time,  feeling,  the  postulates,  and  the  axiom, 

—         excluding  space.     In  the  first  place  it  does  not  har- 

its  necessary    mOnlse  with  the  doctrine  that  time  is  the  form  of 

characteristics.  . 

subjective,  space  of  objective,  existence.  .But  this 
doctrine  is  based  on  a  total  misconception  of  the  dis 
tinction  between  the  objective  and  the  subjective. 
Existence  is  not,  as  this  doctrine  supposes,  given  to 
us  ready  distinguished  into  objective  and  subjective 
portions;  of  which  one  contains  everything  that  is 
without  us,  extra  animam,  the  other  everything  that 
is  within  us,  infra  animam.  This  is  a  psychological 
view  of  matters,  a  scientist's  view,  not  a  metaphysi 
cian's.  Its  ultimate  distinction  is  a  separation  be 
tween  the  mind  and  things  outside  the  mind.  It  is 
a  distinction  founded,  not  on  reflection,  but  on  direct 
perception.  The  mind  is  assumed  as  an  existent 
among  existents  outside  it.  But  this  assumption 
includes  already  the  assumption  of  space.  The  doc 
trine,  therefore,  that  space  is  the  form  of  objective 
existence  rests  upon  the  application  of  the  method  of 
direct  perception,  instead  of  reflective,  to  philosophy, 
the  falsity  of  which  proceeding  may  now,  I  think,  be 
taken  as  proved.  Time  and  space  do  not  differ  at 
all  in  respect  of  objectivity  and  subjectivity,  any 
more  than,  taken  together,  they  differ  in  this  respect 
from  their  own  material  element,  feeling.  All  three 
are  equally  and  alike  subjective,  equally  and  alike 
objective.  For  the  distinction  of  subjectivity  and 
objectivity  is  not  found  directly  and  immediately  in 
nature,  but  is  perceived  and  drawn  in  nature  solely 
by  reflective  perception,  as  was  shown  at  some  length 
in  the  second  Chapter. 

Another  objection  will  probably  be  drawn  from 
notions  which  are  current  respecting  the  possibility 
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of  deducing  time  from  space,  or  explaining  it  as  a 

mode  of  space.    It  is  true  that  space,  from  its  greater         — 

number  of  dimensions,  and  from  its  being,  as  figured    its  necessary 

characteristics. 

space,  the  object-matter  of  geometry,  serves  as  a  sort 
of  logic  of  conceptions  which  have,  as  states  of  con 
sciousness,  an  existence  only  in  time,  As  for  instance 
we  speak  of  the  line  of  sequence,  the  time-thread,  in 
redintegration  ;  and  of  the  intension,  comprehension, 
and  extension,  of  concepts  ;  and  illustrate  the  relation 
of  the  terms  in  syllogisms  by  circles  or  squares. 
But  this  very  circumstance  shows  also  the  greater 
simplicity  and  more  fundamental  function  of  the  form 
of  time.  The  very  figures  of  space,  which  we  use  to 
interpret  to  ourselves  the  relations  of  feelings  in  time, 
require  time  for  their  own  envisagement,  and  cannot 
be  perceived  without  it.  Simply  as  states  of  con 
sciousness,  without  thinking  of  them  as  cases  of 
space-consciousness,  they  have  duration.  Their  pe 
culiarity  as  parts  of  our  space-consciousness  is  no 
explanation  of  their  duration,  the  common  and 
essential  feature  of  consciousness  generally. 

Time  is  no  modification  of  space;  not,  for  in 
stance,  a  fourth  dimension  of  it.  It  may  be  possible, 
and  I  am  far  from  saying  it  is  not,  in  the  constructive 
branch  of  philosophy,  to  imagine  a  fourth  dimension 
of  space,  by  means  of  imagining  some  of  the  attri 
butes  which  it  must  have,  or  some  of  the  functions 
which  it  must  perform,  if  there  is  such  a  dimension 
in  connection  with  the  three  known  to  us;  as,  for 
instance,  that  in  it  should  be  contained  and  preserved 
statically,  and  in  infinite  minuteness  of  division  and 
subdivision,  all  movements  of  solid  bodies  which  we 
now  regard  as  taking  place  solely  in  time,  as  happen 
ing  and  evanescent.  Something  similar  to  this  seems 
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Boc°HKxiL  to  be  the  conception  of  Delbceuf  in  his  Logique 
—  Scientifique.1  "Dans  la  mecanique,  le  temps  etant 
une  quantite  mesurable  comme  1'espace,  il  s'en  suit 
que  cette  science  est  en  definitive  une  geometric  a 
quatre  dimensions.  La  fonnule  generale  /  (#,  y,  z,  t) 
=  o  de  toutes  les  fonctions  mecaniques  represente  un 
solide.  Le  temps  n'y  figure  pas  comme  I' image  mobile 
de  ^immobile  eternite,  mais  comme  une  nouvelle  di 
mension  immobile  ajoutee  a  1'espace."2 

But  it  is  one  thing  to  say  that  motion  is  a  fourth 
dimension  of  space,  and  another  to  say  that  duration 
is.  Suppose  the  time,  which  we  now  take  as  essen 
tially  involved  in  motion,  to  be  resolved  into  or  in 
terpreted  as  a  fourth  dimension  of  space,  along  with 
the  motion  itself, — still  this  space  of  four  dimensions 
will  have  time  beyond  it,  for  it  will  have  duration, 
and  will  exist  without,  instead  of  with,  change.  Not 
to  have  duration  would  be  not  to  exist. 

Lastly,  the  objection  will  probably  be  made,  that 
it  is  impossible  to  conceive  the  unseen  world  existing 
without  other  features  than  those  now  enumerated  as 
essential  to  it.  If  so,  I  would  reply,  this  only  shows 
more  clearly  than  before  the  necessity  of  attempting 
at  least  to  frame  a  doctrine  of  constructive  philo 
sophy.  The  enumeration  of  features  which  cannot 
be  denied  admission  into  any  picture  of  the  unseen 
world,  an  enumeration  founded  on  reflection,  is  not 
intended  to  be  an  attempt  at  constructing  that  unseen 
world  as  it  appears  to  the  intelligences,  if  any  there 
be,  whose  seen  world  it  is.  It  is  only  the  necessary 
analytical  basis  for  such  an  attempt.  It  is  not  an 

1  Essai  de  Logique  Scientifique.  Liege,  1865,  pp.  260  to  284. 

2  The  same,  p.  276. 
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enquiry  into  the  history  of  the  unseen  world,  it  is      ^J>Kxi1 
only  a  partial  analysis  of  its  content.  ~^ 

It  may  possibly  be  true  that,  without  solid  matter 
existing  in  space  of  three  (or  even  more)  dimensions, 
no  existence  is  possible,  seen  or  unseen.  We  know 
it  of  the  seen  world,  we  may  suppose  it  of  the  unseen. 
But  it  does  not  follow  from  the  only  conceptions  of 
the  unseen  world  which  analytical  philosophy  entitles 
us  to  frame.  Only  what  is  necessarily  involved  in 
the  function  of  reflection,  which  gives  us  the  notion 
of  existence  itself,  is  necessarily  included  in  the  notion 
of  existence  beyond  the  limits  where  presentative  ex 
perience  of  sense  ceases.  But  few  as  are  the  features 
which  are  thus  included,  it  would  be  a  great  mistake 
to  suppose  them  unimportant.  It  remains  now  briefly 
to  show,  in  what  their  importance  consists,  beyond 
that  which  they  derive  from  the  fact  of  their  being  a 
portion  of  the  unseen  world. 


§  3.  This  importance  lies  chiefly  if  not  wholly  in  §.3. 
the  second  pair  of  facts  which  we  have  found  to  be  Teleology. 
essential  features  of  the  universe,  namely,  in  the 
Postulates  of  Logic  and  their  opposite,  and  pheno 
menal,  aspect  the  Axiom,  of  Uniformity.  And  it 
consists  in  this,  that  the  onward  movement  of  con 
sciousness  in  the  line  of  time  is  at  once  arid  indivisibly 
a  cognition  and  an  action.  That  onward  movement 
which  in  its  abstraction  is  expressed  by  the  Postu 
lates,  though  entering  into  all  concrete  movements  of 
thought  and  action,  is  a  choice  as  well  as  a  cognition ; 
for  it  is  only  by  attention,  which  is  a  mode  of  volition, 
that  it  takes  place.  We  fix  upon  some  feature  in  con- 
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BCOHKXIL     sciousiiess  and  distinguish  it  from  everything  else,  and 
—         then  follows  its  combination  in   consciousness  with 

TeSeoio°f'  something  which  was  by  that  first  act  distinguished 
from  it.  But  it  is  this  very  volitional  movement  of 
consciousness  which  is  a  prerequisite  of  reflective  per 
ception,  and  which  for  that  reason  has  been  included 
among  the  essential  features  of  the  universe. 

This  essential  feature  of  the  universe  is  indivisibly 
as  well  action  as  cognition.  Cognition  is  an  act  of 
consciousness.  And  every  act  of  consciousness  is  a 
cognition.  There  is  no  separating  the  two.  In  their 
utmost  simplicity,  in  the  most  abstract  shape  of  either 
of  them,  both  characters  are  involved.  There  is  one 
onward  movement  of  consciousness  which  is  inse 
parably  an  act  and  a  cognition.  This  double  charac 
ter,  always  distinguishable  never  separable,  is  what  is 
important  in  the  Postulates  and  the  Axiom.  Why  it 
is  so,  and  what  are  the  consequences  that  make  it  so, 
we  shall  presently  see.  But  first  let  us  dwell  a  little 
on  the  fact  itself. 

It  is  usually  held  that  there  are  three  main  and 
ultimate  functions  of  the  mind, — Feeling,  Cognition, 
Conation ;  or,  Feeling,  Knowing,  and  Acting.  I  need 
not  cite  authorities ;  it  is  the  current  view.  These 
three  functions,  it  is  held,  cannot  be  resolved  into  one 
another ;  they  are  quite  different,  though  often  inex 
tricably  mixed;  still,  though  we  often  cannot  say 
where  one  ends  and  another  begins,  yet  beyond  this 
border  land  of  uncertainty  we  find  concrete  cases 
which  are  clearly  one  and  not  another,  feelings  which 
are  not  cognitions  or  actions,  actions  which  are  not 
feelings  or  cognitions,  cognitions  which  are  not  ac 
tions  or  feelings.  Much  in  the  same  way  as  in  phy 
siology  we  come  to  organisms  which '  are  clearly 
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animal  and  not  vegetable,  or  vegetable  and  not  animal, 
notwithstanding  that,  in  the  border  land,  we  are 
often  unable  to  distinguish  animal  organisms  from 
vegetable. 

Now  the  conception,  or  rather  no-conception, 
which  lies  at  the  root  of  this  view  of  the  three  func 
tions  of  the  mind,  is  a  psychological  conception  and 
not  a  philosophical  one.  It  is  a  survival  of  the  doc 
trine  of  faculties  of  an  immaterial  substance.  And  it 
is  an  attempt  to  rationalise  that  myth  in  such  a  way 
as  to  adapt  it  for  purposes  of  science,  by  taking  away 
its  contradictions  to  recently  observed  facts,  without 
breaking  with  the  conception  of  the  mind  as  an  imma 
terial  substance.  The  faculties  of  the  mind  have 
been  rationalised  into  functions  of  the  mind;  so  many 
sorts  of  operations,  classified  as  observation  demands. 

But  if  the  mind  is  not  an  immaterial  substance, 
this  cor.ception  of  function  breaks  down  for  want  of 
a  substratum  or  basis,  of  something  which  has  or 
exercises  the  function,  just  as  much  as  the  old  con 
ception  of  faculty  does,  and  for  analogous  reasons. 
The  faculties  broke  down  partly  from  untenability  of 
the  notion  itself,  partly  also  because  they  classified 
the  phenomena  in  a  way  which  did  not  accord  with 
facts.  The  functions  break  down  because  there  is  no 
agent  whose  functions  they  are.  It  will  not  do  to 
say  that  they  are  functions  of  the  conscious  organism. 
For  the  question  is,  how  they  are  discriminated  and 
classified,  —  by  examining  the  phenomena  of  con 
sciousness,  or  those  of  the  organism?  If  it  is  replied, 
as  it  must  be,  that  it  is  by  examining  the  phenomena 
of  consciousness,  then  it  is  manifest  that  they  are 
primarily  functions  of  consciousness  and  not  of  the 
organism.  But  the  term  function  is  no  longer  appli- 
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cable.  Consciousness  is  not  a  thing  which  has  func 
tions  ;  it  has  states  and  modes,  but  it  is  not  an  agent 
which  operates.  It  is  true  that,  if  the  organism  is 
the  agent  which  has  consciousness  as  its  general 
function,  then  the  various  modes  of  consciousness 
may  be  secondarily  called  functions  of  the  organism. 
But  then  the  discrimination  and  classification  of  these 
modes  of  consciousness,  or  functions  of  the  organism, 
must  be  committed  solely  to  the  analysis  of  conscious 
ness  as  such,  and  not  of  the  organism  ;  which  brings 
us  to  the  second  reason  why  the  present  classification 
of  functions  breaks  down,  its  want  of  correspondence 
to  the  facts,  as  we  shall  presently  see.  We  do  not 
know  how  the  organism  functions  so  as  to  result  in 
consciousness,  and  therefore  we  know  still  less  how 
it  functions  so  as  to  result  in  this  mode  of  conscious 
ness  and  in  that. 

I  am  not  in  any  way  arguing  against  this  second 
ary  attribution  of  functions  to  the  organism.  It  is 
perfectly  legitimate,  when  the  functions  haye  been 
discriminated  by  subjective  analysis,  to  consicer  them 
as  functions  of  the  organism.  But  what  I  am  argu 
ing  against  is  the  allowing  the  notion  of  function  to 
dominate  over  and  interfere  with  our  subjective 
analysis,  which  alone  ought  to  ascertain  what  those 
functions  are.  And  it  certainly  does  interfere  with 
it,  when  it  brings  three  classes  of  operations,  however 
broadly  distinguished  in  practice  for  purposes  of 
every  day  life,  (feeling,  knowing,  and  acting),  up  to 
the  rank  of  three  irreducible  functions  of  the  organ 
ism,  or  of  the  mind,  or  of  consciousness,  on  ihe  plea 
that,  if  we  could  follow  them  up  into  their  origins, 
we  should  find  them  irreducible.  The  rough  distinc 
tions  of  psychology  are  thus  allowed  to  override  the 
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held  to  be  feeling  and  nothing  else ;  that  of  knowing         — 
to  be  knowing  and  nothing  else ;  that  of  acting  to  be       B*8'.8  of 
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acting  and  nothing  else.  Psychology  goes  no  farther 
than  this,  which  may  possibly,  when  supplemented 
with  the  admission  of  mingling  and  interdependence 
between  the  three  functions,  be  enough  for  its  pur 
poses.  But  the  separation  of  the  functions  is  fatal  to 
a  true  analysis  of  them.  It  stops  analysis  short  by 
its  assumption  that  the  analysis  into  three  irreducible 
functions  is  complete. 

To  this  psychological,  separatist,  and  scientist 
view  of  the  three  functions  of  feeling,  knowing,  arid 
acting,  I  oppose  the  results  of  subjective  analysis  of 
consciousness,  its  states,  its  modes,  and  generally  its 
phenomena,  without  mixing  up  with  it  the  considera 
tion  of  these  being  functions  of  the  organism.  And 
I  find,  taking  these  phenomena  in  their  whole  extent, 
first,  that  they  all  and  each  are  distinguishable  into 
two  inseparable  elements,  form  (time  and  space),  and 
matter  (feeling) ;  secondly,  that  this  analysis  holds 
good  for  all,  when  taken  statically  or  one  by  one; 
thirdly,  that,  when  they  are  taken  dynamically  as 
well  as  statically,  or  when  consciousness  is  con 
sidered  as  an  onward  movement  of  statical  moments, 
the  two  elements,  time  and  feeling,  combine  in  a 
manner  which  is  expressible  by  the  Postulates  of 
Logic;  fourthly  and  consequently,  that,  while  time 
and  space  are  the  form  of  percepts  in  their  lowest 
terms,  the  phenomena  being  taken  statically,  the 
postulates  of  logic  are  the  form  of  concepts,  or  phe 
nomena  taken  statically  and  dynamically  together. 
Lastly  I  find  that  this  statico-dynamic  movement,  of 
which  the  postulates  are  the  form,  is,  in  virtue  of  one 
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and  the  same  feature,  attention,  (which  subjectively 
is  &  feeling,  and  this  is  the  root  of  the  whole  matter), 
both  an  action  and  a  cognition.  An  act  of  conscious 
ness  means,  in  its  lowest  terms,  a  conscious  state  in 
which  there  is  the  feeling  of  attention.  The  attention 
is  one  feature  of  the  act,  and  as  such  is  what  it  is 
known  as,  that  is,  a  special  feeling. 

We  have  then,  in  total  result,  one  single  chain  of 
consciousness,  in  which  feeling,  action,  and  cognition, 
are  inseparable  elements,  not  separable  functions, 
however  closely  they  may  be  supposed  to  be  inter 
woven  after  separation.  The  fact  is  that  they  are 
never  separate  at  all.  The  distinction  of  form  and 
matter  is  the  dominant  one;  then  one  of  the  two 
kinds  of  form,  time,  gives  us  the  distinction  between 
static  and  dynamic  modes  of  consciousness,  and  their 
union;  and  finally  the  form  of  this  last  mode  is 
double,  containing  a  particular  feeling,  attention, 
which  makes  it  an  act,  and  a  distinction  of  time,  capa 
ble  of  being  marked  by  subject,  copula,  and  predicate, 
which  makes  it  a  cognition.  Action  and  cognition 
in  short  are  a  modification  or  particular  combination 
of  time  and  feeling.  And  the  cognitive  act  is,  in 
virtue  of  its  double  character  of  action  and  cognition 
at  once,  the  common  source  from  which  flow  the  two 
streams,  Practice,  the  science  of  which  is  Ethic,  and 
Thought,  the  science  of  which  is  speculative  or  theo 
retical  philosophy.  This  common  source  is  the  point 
at  which  Ethic  springs  from,  or  is  united  with,  the 
main  stream  of  consciousness.1 

1  I  take  this  opportunity  of  replying  to  a  criticism  of  Professor 
Bain,  who  has  done  me  the  honour  of  citing  the  classification  of 
the  emotions  given  in  my  Theory  of  Practice,  in  the  third  edition 
of  The  Emotions  and  The  Will,  Appendix  B.  "  I  do  not  see,"  he 
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says,  "  much  that  is  gained  by  carrying  the  abstract  and  antithetic 
couple  'matter — form,'  throughout  the  whole  scheme.  In  many 
instances,  I  fail  to  discover  the  relevance  of  the  distinction  :  hardly 
anywhere  does  it  appear  to  me  to  have  more  than  a  superficial 
adaptation."  I  can  only  reply  that,  seeing  matter  and  form  are  in 
iny  view  the  ultimate  distinction  in  all  states  of  consciousness  when 
metaphysically  analysed,  I  had  no  choice,  in  classifying  the  emo 
tions,  but  to  carry  that  distinction  through  the  whole  scheme,  and 
to  distinguish  in  every  case  1  he  emotional  character  of  the  repre 
sentations  to  be  classified  from  the  imagery  which  excites  or  is 
pervaded  by  the  emotion,  and  which,  by  its  time  and  space  rela 
tions,  gives  a  handle  for  thought  to  deal  with.  I  still  see  no  other 
distinction  so  necessary,  so  universal,  as  this  ;  and  I  think  what  is 
said  above  confirms  the  view.  So  that  if  I  have  failed,  as  I  clearly 
have  to  Professor  Bain,  to  commend  it  in  application,  I  have  no 
resource  but  to  lay  the  blame  upon  my  own  defective  powers  of 
exposition. 


This  cognitive  act,  with  its  double  character,  is 
performed  only  by  means  of  the  postulates;  and  ™ 
therefore  we  have  in  it  the  mould,  so  to  speak,  in  T2lJ,  ,;,'[. 
which  all  the  phenomena  of  the  unseen  world,  as 
well  as  of  the  seen,  must  be  cast.  Let  us  now  con 
sider  what  the  essential  features  of  this  mould  are, 
what  is  included  in  it  as  a  general  fact,  notwithstand 
ing  that  countless  things  are  excluded.  In  the  first 
place,  the  distinction  between  better  and  worse,  and 
therefore  between  pleasure  and  pain  in  their  utmost 
generality,  is  included.  Attention  is  expectance; 
we  do  not  attend  to  anything,  but  in  view  of  some 
thing  which  it  would  be  better  for  us  to  know,  or 
feel,  or  do,  than  not.  Although  there  is  no  definite 
purpose  or  expectation,  yet  there  is  always  the 
feeling  that  it  is  not  indifferent  whether  we  attend 
or  not.  This  feeling  of  its  not  being  indifferent  to 
us  implies  and  involves  the  distinction  of  better  and 
worse.  We  cannot  conceive  existence  at  all  without 
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conceiving  it  as  capable  of  improvement,  and  that 
without  assignable  limit.  For  the  necessity  of  so 
conceiving  it  lies  in  conception  itself;  it  does  not 
stop  with  any  attained  stage,  but  goes  on  so  long  as 
we  continue  to  conceive  existence. 

Nothing  is  hereby  implied  as  to  the  actual  degree 
of  goodness  or  badness,  or  of  either  the  kind  or 
degree  of  pleasure  or  pain,  in  existence,  either  seen 
or  unseen.  The  expectation  involved  in  acts  of  cog 
nition  may  be  fulfilled  in  ways  worse  than  our  wish 
as  well  as  better,  worse  than  our  present  state  as  well 
as  better.  All  that  is  involved  in  the  act  of  cognition 
is  the  fulfilment  of  expectation  in  on  e  way  or  another ; 
the  inseparability  of  expectation  from  the  act  of  cog 
nition  ;  and  the  inseparability  of  hope  from  expecta 
tion.  Dum  spiro  spero.  And  this  perennial  character 
of  hope  is  rooted  in  the  deepest  part  of  our  nature, 
in  the  most  elementary  act  of  cognition.  It  is  bound 
up  with  the  conscious  life  itself;  to  cease  hoping  is  to 
cease  living. 

Time  is  a  form  of  perception;  the  principle  of 
contradiction  is  the  form  of  thought.  The  form  of 
thought,  then,  it  is  which  implies  an  expectation  of 
the  better.  Whether  the  matter  or  content  of  thought 
is  better  or  worse,  this  expectation  of  the  better  is 
involved  in  it.  So  long  as  reasoning  continues  there 
is  effort  and  expectation.  With  a  full  and  manifold 
content  of  thought,  this  becomes  effort  to  make  the 
good  prevail,  expectation  that  it  will  prevail.  It 
becomes  the  formation  of  Ideals.  But  the  form  alone 
being  necessary  belongs  to  metaphysic;  the  specific 
content  belongs  to  the  constructive  branch,  being  to 
us  contingent. 

While,  then,  there  is  no  indication  that  the  con- 
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content  of  the  seen  world,  compared  to  such  beings 

as  we  actually  are:   while  we  have  no  grounds  for     r¥,B,asi1sof 
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affirming  anything  whatever  about  it  in  this  respect; 
it  is  yet  evident,  I  think,  that  it  shares  with  this  seen 
world  the  characteristic  of  being  capable  of  improve 
ment,  that  is,  of  giving  room  for  hope  of  what  is 
better  than  that,  whatever  it  is,  which  is  at  any  time 
actual.  It  is  a  world,  like  ours,  in  which  there  is 
endless  potentiality  both  of  good  and  of  evil. 

It  is  surely  a  most  remarkable  thing  that  the 
notion  of  good  is  bound  up  thus  intimately  with  our 
conception  of  existence ;  that  we  should  not  be  able 
even  to  conceive  existence  without  conceiving  it  as 
becoming  better ;  that  to  conceive  existence  is  to 
conceive  improvement.  It  may  be  said  on  the  other 
side,  that  we  cannot  conceive  a  better  without  a 
worse;  and  that  deterioration  is  therefore  equally 
essential  to  our  conception  of  existence.  But  though 
it  is  true  that  we  cannot  conceive  the  one  without 
the  other,  yet,  (and  this  is  what  I  meant  to  point  out 
as  remarkable),  the  order  in  which  the  two,  better 
and  worse,  come  forward  in  conceiving  existence  is 
fixed  and  essential  to  the  conception.  It  is  an  order 
from  worse  to  better,  and  not  reversely.  In  the  act 
of  cognition  the  worse  is  first,  the  terminus  a  quo,  the 
better  last,  the  terminus  ad  quern;  the  worse  is  at  the 
beginning,  the  better  at  the  end.  This  constitution 
of  the  cognitive  act  is  the  basis  of  Teleology.  If  this 
were  not  its  constitution,  there  could  be  no  such 
branch  of  knowledge,  or  at  any  rate  it  would  be  an 
accidental  and  precarious  one. 
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~^r  the  unseen  world,  before  proceeding  to  draw  the  final 
consequences  from  them,  it  may  be  said  in  the  first 
place,  that  the  unseen  world  is  continuous  with  the 
seen,  framed  on  the  same  lines,  and  having  certain 
characteristics  in  common  with  it.  The  seen  and 
the  unseen  worlds  are  two  parts  of  the  universe  of 
existence,  the  extent  of  which  is  ascertained  by  these 
common  characteristics.  And  these  common  charac 
teristics  are,  that  both  worlds  are  phenomenal,  con 
sisting  of  phenomena  occupying  time,  but  not  neces 
sarily  space;  phenomena  which  are  cognisable  both 
as  subject  to  uniform  law  and  also  as  capable  of 
change,  under  that  law,  from  better  to  worse  and 
from  worse  to  better  ;  or,  in  other  words,  are  the 
objects  both  of  speculative  cognition  and  of  tele 
ology. 

Let  us  next  take  note  of  what  is  not  included  in 
these  necessary  characteristics  of  the  unseen  world. 
Personality  is  not  included;  and  this  is  a  most  im 
portant  point.  I  do  not  deny  personality  of  that 
world,  any  more  than  I  deny  space  of  it;  but  I  main 
tain  that  it,  like  space,  is  not  a  necessary  and  uni 
versal  characteristic  of  existence ;  so  that  if  we  find 
it  in  the  unseen  world,  it  must  be  by  considerations 
belonging  not  to  metaphysic  but  to  the  constructive 
branch  of  philosophy.  There  is,  it  is  true,  a  per 
sonality  necessarily  included  in  all  existence,  and 
belonging  therefore  strictly  to  metaphysic ;  but  this 
personality  is  on  the  subjective  side  of  the  conception 
of  existence,  not  on  the  objective,  not  in  the  unseen 
world  which  is  a  part  of  that  objective  aspect,  not 
among  its  phenomena  and  characteristics.  This  per 
sonality  is  our  own,  that  of  the  reflecting  Subiect 
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who  perceives  and  thinks  of  the  universe.     It  cannot 
without  special  reasons  be  carried  over  to  the  objec-         ~ 
tive  side  of  the  conception,  and  attributed  either  to     Siiri? 
the  seen  or  the  unseen  world.  uSielfworw? 

This  direct  carrying  over  of  the  reflecting  per 
sonality  to  the  objective  aspect  of  the  universe  is 
what  Ontologists  aim  at  doing,  or  profess  to  have 
done.  The  union  of  it,  when  so  carried  over,  with 
the  objective  aspect  of  the  universe  is  their  Absolute. 
For  instance  Ferrier,  having  given  a  demonstration 
of  the  proposition,  u  All  absolute  existences  are  con 
tingent  except  one ;  in  other  words,  there  is  One,  but 
only  one,  Absolute  Existence,  which  is  strictly  neces 
sary  ;  and  that  existence  is  a  supreme,  and  infinite, 
and  everlasting  Mind  in  synthesis  with  all  things,"1 
proceeds  to  make  some  observations  and  explanations, 
among  which  we  find  this :  "  Thus  the  postulation  of 
the  Deity  is  not  only  permissible,  it  is  unavoidable. 
Every  mind  thinks  and  must  think  of  God  (however 
little  conscious  it  may  be  of  the  operation  which  it  is 
performing),  whenever  it  thinks  of  anything  as  lying 
beyond  all  human  observation,  or  as  subsisting  in 
the  absence  or  annihilation  of  all  finite  intelligences."2 

Now  this  thinking  of  anything  as  lying  beyond 
all  human  observation,  as  subsisting  in  the  absence 
of  all  finite  intelligences,  is  just  what  I  mean  by 
passing  into  the  constructive  branch  of  philosophy 
from  the  purely  analytical.  For  it  can  be  done  only 
by  abstracting,  for  the  purposes  of  thought,  from  a 
fact  which  can  never  be  actually  absent,  the  presence 
of  self-consciousness  or  reflection.  The  abstraction 

1  Institutes  of  Metapkysic,  Sect.  III.  Prop.  XL  p.  522.  2nd 
edition. 

2  The  same,  p.  524. 
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*CH>IXII'  *s  ^y  way  °f  an  hypothesis  which  can  never  be 
"^~  actually  realised  so  long  as  we  reason  at  all,  and 
w^ich  therefore  does  not  really  carry  us  beyond  our 
own  human  reflection  ;  for  we  can  only  make  the 
logical  abstraction  of  all  finite  intelligences  by  con 
tinuing  to  exercise  our  own. 

There  are  really  two  processes  involved,  first,  the 
generalisation  of  the  nature  of  existence,  that  esse  is 
percipi  ;  secondly,  the  inference  that  there  is  a  Divine 
Percipient.  Ferrier  would  abolish  the  second,  the 
inference,  by  simply  substituting  the  Divine  Perci 
pient  in  place  of  our  own  subjective  reflection  ;  thus 
attributing  to  the  former  all  the  strict  necessity  of  the 
latter.  And  this  he  is  enabled  to  do  only  in  conse 
quence  of  his  original  confusion  of  conditions  with 
aspects  of  existence,  as  shown  in  a  former  Chapter.1 
But  in  fact,  our  knowledge  of  all  personality  except 
our  own  is  inferential.  There  is  no  difference  in  this 
respect  between  our  knowledge  of  human  persons 
and  of  divine;  all  alike  must  be  known  to  us  by 
inference  founded  on  generalisation.  And  to  make 
this  inference  in  the  case  of  the  unseen  world,  that  is, 
to  infer  the  Divine  Personality,  is  to  pass  into  the 
constructive  branch  of  philosophy. 

So  that  when  Ferrier  says,  "  Each  of  us  can  un 
yoke  the  universe  (so  to  speak)  from  himself;  but 
he  can  do  this  only  by  yoking  it  on,  in  thought,  to 
some  other  self,"2  the  expression  is  not  strictly  ac 
curate.  No  such  total  "  unyoking"  is  possible  ;  and 
consequently  the  u  yoking  on  to  some  other  self"  is 
not  a  substitution  of  one  self  for  another,  but  it  is  an 
addition  of  another  personality,  an  addition  by  infer- 

1  Chapter  VII.  p.  24. 

2  Institutes  of  Metaphysic,  Sect.  I.  Prop.  XIII.  Obs.  2. 
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ence.  The  divine  personality,  which  is  an  object  of 
our  thought,  can  never  have  the  same  necessity  in 
thought  as  if  it  were  our  own  thinking,  our  own 
Subject.  The  nature  of  existence,  namely,  that  esse 
is  percipi,  is  fully  satisfied  by  our  own  reflecting 
personality.  It  is  only  when  we  put  the  question  of 
genesis  or  history, — How  comes  there  to  be  a  world 
independent  of  us,  that  the  question  of  the  divine 
personality  is  raised.  We  are  then  really  abstracting 
from  the  question  of  nature,  that  is,  abstracting  from 
our  own  reflecting  consciousness ;  and  consequently 
the  answer  cannot  be  drawn  from  the  analysis 
of  nature,  though  it  must  be  in  harmony  with  it. 
True,  we  may  infer,  in  Ferrier's  words,  a  "  Mind  in 
synthesis  with  all  things,"  i.e.  an  ideally  perfect  intel 
ligence,  to  whom  all  infinity  is  present.  But  that 
Mind  is  no  substitute  for  our  own;  each  is  objective 
to  the  other;  and,  though  both  are  Subjects,  there  is 
infinite  difference  both  of  kind  and  degree  between 
them.  The  Divine  Personality,  therefore,  is  not  a 
strict  necessity  of  thought,  not  an  essential  feature  in 
metaphysical  analysis,  but  is  a  problem  which  belongs 
to  the  constructive  branch  of  philosophy. 

Another  thing  not  included  among  the  essential 
characteristics  of  the  unseen  world  is  individual  im 
mortality,  the  continuance  or  the  renewal  of  the  con 
scious  life  of  individuals  after  death.  Like  the  first 
point  mentioned,  this  point  also  is  neither  affirmed 
nor  denied  by  metaphysic.  To  do  either  the  one  or 
the  other  is  to  enter  on  the  constructive  branch. 
Immortality  is  not  affirmed  by  metaphysic  because 
it  is  not  necessarily  included  in  reflection.  The  sub 
jective  aspect  of  the  whole  universe  is  sufficiently 
provided  for  by  the  individual's  reflective  conscious- 
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—        this  reflective  consciousness  itself  existing  objectively 
what  is  not    witn  an  extent  and  duration  equal  to  those  of  its 

necessarily  mi  U    1^ 

included  in  the  obiective  aspect,  the  universe.     To  do  so  would  be 

Unseen  World.         J  .  . 

to  commit  the  mistake,  explained  in  a  previous 
Chapter,1  of  making  the  subjective  aspect  of  things 
into  a  condition  of  them,  a  conditio  existendi.  Our 
knowledge  of  the  world  is  in  no  wise  a  condition  of 
its  existing,  but  only  of  its  definition,  of  what  it  is 
known  as  being.  And  for  this  a  single  moment  of 
reflection  suffices,  without  our  having  to  suppose  it 
continuing  coextensively  with  the  things  known. 
Just  as  the  sight  of  a  star  in  space  exists  in  the  eye 
and  not  in  the  star,  so  also  our  reflective  knowledge 
of  the  universe  in  time  exists  in  us  now,  and  not  in 
the  universe  which  we  reflect  on  as  eternal. 

On  the  other  hand,  metaphysic  has  nothing  to 
say  against  the  conception  of  immortality.  For  it  is 
no  argument  against  it,  that  the  notion  of  a  soul  as 
an*  immaterial  substance  is  exploded.  We  use  the 
phrase  indeed,  immortality  of  the  soul,  as  if  the  soul 
ivas  an  entity,  and  the  only  one  capable  of  immortal 
life.  But  we  can  imagine  many  ways  in  which  con 
sciousness  may  be  continued  or  renewed  after  death, 
without  the  supposition  of  an  immaterial  substance. 
At  any  rate  we  know  far  too  little  of  the  nature  of 
the  unseen  world,  to  deny  the  possibility  of  such  a 
continuance  or  renewal.  What  we  do  know  is,  that 
this  seen  world  of  ours  is  bound  up  with  that  unseen 
one,  and  that  the  connection  of  the  two  is  as  much 
hidden  from  us  as  the  unseen  world  itself. 
1  Chapter  VII. 
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§  5.  The  two  points  now  mentioned,  a  divine 
personality  of  or  in  the  unseen  world,  and  a  future 
life  in  the  unseen  world  for  beings  which  belong  to 
the  seen  world, — two  out  of  Kant's  three  great  ques- 
tions  of  philosophy, — are  problems,  and  to  us  the 
most  important  problems,  not  of  philosophy  at  large, 
but  of  its  constructive  branch.  They  are  problems 
which  cannot  be  solved  unless  we  can  construct  to  a 
considerable  extent  the  unseen  world,  that  world  of 
which  we  have  no  direct  perception,  but  which  we 
have  reason  to  imagine  as  surrounding  our  seen 
world,  enclosing  it  like  a  sort  of  Happy  Valley  of 
Rasselas. 

Now  this  world  may  be  unseen  for  either  or  both 
of  two  sorts  of  reasons;  either,  first,  because  our 
kinds  of  feeling  are  limited  in  number,  or  secondly, 
because  the  modes  of  form,  in  which  those  feelings 
are  cast,  are  limited  in  number  or  incomplete.  And 
the  question  is, — since  our  seen  world  is  a  portion  of, 
and  in  some  respects  continuous  with,  that  larger 
whole, — are  there  or  are  there  not  any  facts  in  this 
seen  portion  which  enable  us  to  complete,  or  warrant 
us  in  completing,  in  thought,  the  continuity  of  the 
content,  which  is  broken  by  these  two  sorts  of  limita 
tion  ? 

Let  us  see,  then,  what  methods  are  open  to  us, 
and  under  what  limiting  conditions,  for  making  out 
anything  concerning  the  unseen  world,  in  the  direc 
tion  indicated  by  the  two  problems  we  have  men 
tioned.  Without  attempting  to  construct  that  world, 
let  us  see  what  possible  approaches,  more  or  less  pro 
mising,  there  may  be  towards  doing  so.  There  have 
been  many  attempts  at  actual  construction.  But,  as 
was  shown  in  Chapter  I.,  these  have  mostly  been 
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BCHKXIL     attempts  to  construct  at  once  the  seen  as  well  as  the 
~         unseen  world,  by  basing  both  constructions  on  prin- 
ciPles  belonging  to   analytical  philosophy;    so  that 
the  result  appeared  as  an  a  priori  system  of  absolute 
existence. 

The  distinction  between  science,  analytic  philo 
sophy,  and  constructive  philosophy,  has  not  hitherto 
been  sufficiently  insisted  on,  nor  have  the  relations 
between  them  been  accurately  enough  assigned.  But 
I  find  the  distinction  itself  drawn,  or  at  least  adum 
brated,  in  Isaac  Taylor's  Physical  Theory  of  Another 
Life,  and  there  serving  as  part  of  the  basis  upon 
which  that  theory  is  erected,  a  theory  which  keeps 
within  the  limits  of  the  Constructive  Branch.  Having 
there  spoken  of  "  that  sort  of  mental  philosophy  which 
turns  upon  the  adjustment  and  exact  expression  of 
abstract  notions,  which  is  properly  termed  Meta 
physics,"  he  proceeds :  u  But  we  look  wider  when  we 
think  of  intellectual  science,  and  think  of  it  as  a 
branch  of  physiology.  Thus  understood,  it  not 
merely  embraces  more  objects,  but  comes  under 
methods  of  investigation  that  are  more  diversified. 
Metaphysics  is  analytic  simply ;  but  Intellectual  Phi 
losophy,  while  it  employs  analysis,  rests  mainly  upon 
induction  (in  the  physical  sense  of  the  term)  and 
must  employ  as  well  hypothesis  as  observation  and 
experiment."1  Taylor  gives  no  clear  distinction  of 
"intellectual  philosophy"  from  psychology ;  what  we 
have  in  this  passage  is  the  clear  discrimination  of  a 
certain  u  supernal"  and  conjectural  part  of  it  from 
metaphysic.  That  is  already  a  great  step;  but  the 
distinction  cannot  be  said  to  be  fully  drawn,  unless 

1  Physical  Theory  of  Another  Life.  By  Isaac  Taylor.  Chap. 
XX.  p.  329-330.  edit.  1858.  The  first  edition  was  in  1836. 
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the  three  members  are  at  once  exhibited  and  contra-      ^nV/ 
distinguished;  the  distinction  of  any  two  is  imperfect         ^~ 
without  the  distinction  of  both  from  the  third. 

What,  then,  is  the  bridge  by  which  we  must  pass, 
if  at  all,  to  the  construction  of  the  unseen  world  ? 
Or  rather,  since  we  know  that  the  framework  of  that 
bridge  consists  of  the  postulates  and  the  axiom,  what 
is  it  that  forms  the  solid  footway  upon  it?  This  is 
and  must  evidently  be  an  hypothesis ;  it  is  no  other 
than  that  which  is  employed  in  physical  science,  the 
hypothesis  of  the  material  continuity  of  phenomena. 
It  has  been  shown  in  a  previous  Chapter  that,  while 
the  axiom  of  uniformity  was  irreversible  and  ad 
mitted  no  exception,  it  yet  afforded  no  ground  for 
prediction  of  any  content  of  thought.1  Nevertheless 
we  do  expect,  and  all  science  is  built  on  the  expecta 
tion,  that  no  violent  change,  no  marked  difference, 
in  phenomena,  will  occur,  unless  prepared  and  worked 
up  to  by  gradual  changes  which,  when  discovered, 
are  said  to  explain  the  sudden  ones;  as,  for  instance, 
in  landslips  or  explosions.  The  law  of  material 
continuity,  or  continuity  of  content,  natura  non'facit 
saltum,  non  patitur  hiatum,  is  an  assumption  upon 
which  we  found  every  kind  of  reasoning  about  phe 
nomena.  This  is  no  metaphysical  principle  or  law, 
like  the  postulates  and  the  axiom.  Still  it  is  indis 
pensable  in  all  empirical  science.  It  is  equally  in 
dispensable,  and  its  use  equally  justifiable,  in  the 
constructive  branch  of  philosophy.  It  is  not  a  prin 
ciple  which  science  demonstrates  or  can  demonstrate. 
Therefore  science  cannot  limit  its  range  of  application. 
True,  the  demonstrations  of  science  confirm  our  con 
fidence  in  it ;  but  then  its  applicability  is  increased 
1  Chapter  IX.  p.  152. 
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Bc°HKxIi1'     W^h  eveiT  confirmation.     As  a  principle  of  reasoning 
~^~        it  is  a  principle  of  expectation.     And  its  range  ex- 

ethodTofathe  ^ends  wherever  reasoning,  wherever  the  postulates 
CTranUch.ive    and  tlie  axiom  of  uniformity,  extend.     But  its  cer 
tainty  is  a  different  affair. 

What  I  now  call  material  continuity  is  not  the 
same  thing  as  continuity  in  mathematic  or  in  me 
chanic,  which  is  practically  the  same  conception  as 
infinite  divisibility  of  space  and  motion,  and  is  I  be 
lieve  usually  regarded  as  axiomatic  in  science.  But 
it  is  a  continuity  between  kinds,  a  continuity  in  clas 
sification,  where  a  gradual  transition  is  assumed  to 
exist  between  things  which  seem  to  us  heterogeneous, 
a  transition  which  would  be,  if  known,  the  explana 
tion  of  the  apparent  heterogeneity.  Such  apparent 
heterogeneity  exists  in  several  instances  in  the  known 
world,  as  I  remarked  in  the  Theory  of  Practice.1 
And  the  effort  of  science  always  is  to  reduce  such 
apparent  heterogeneity  to  sameness  ;  which  is  assum 
ing  that  there  is  material  continuity  at  its  basis.  In 
short  I  mean  by  material  continuity  very  much  what 
the  authors  of  the  Unseen  Universe  mean  by  their 
Law  of  Continuity,  namely,  u  that  the  whole  uni 
verse  is  of  a  piece  ;  that  it  is  something  which  an 
intelligent  being  is  capable  of  understanding,  not 
completely  nor  all  at  once,  but  better  and  better  the 
more  he  studies  it."2 

But  there  is  this  difference  between  my  concep 
tion  and  theirs,  namely,  that  I  apply  this  assumption 
to  an  unseen  universe  which  is  not  physically  mate 
rial,  material  in  the  sense  of  consisting  of  solid  mat 
ter.  All  solid  matter,  visible  and  tangible  in  kind, 

1  §  49.  par.  4.  Vol.  I.  p.  340. 

2  The  Unseen  Universe,  §  264.  p.  269.  6th  edit. 
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even  the  luminiferous  ether  itself,   belongs  to  what 
I  call  the  seen  world.     And  still  I  maintain  that  the 
seen  and  unseen  worlds  are  of  a  piece,  notwithstand- 
irig  that  we  cannot  find  objects  of  direct  perception 
in  the  latter.     In  a  world  supposed  unseen,  we  can 
imagine  objects  proper,  objects  of  direct  perception, 
only  where  we  can  apply  the  notion  of  causation  by 
motion  of  solids.     The  very   difference   of  the  two 
worlds  arises  from  this,   that  the  motion  of  solids 
fails  us.      And  the   distinguishing   characteristic  of 
the  constructive  branch  of  philosophy,  from  science, 
is,  that  we  have  only  elements  of  nature  or  analysis 
of  phenomena  to  build  with,  and  have  to  assume  a 
composition  of  them  which  is  not  the  causation  known 

to  us. 

Now  this  assumption  is  enabled  and  justified  by 
the   dissolution   of  the   ontological  or  absolute   cha 
racter  in  physical  causation  or  Force.     If  there  was 
anything   specific,  any  real   or  final  explanation  in 
force,  as  exhibited  in  the  motion,  or  action  and  reac 
tion,  of  solids,— then  its  failure  or  absence  could  not 
be  supplied  by  an  assumption  of  material  continuity, 
from  which  this  essential  element,  action  and  reaction 
of  solids,  was  dropped  out,     But  if,  as  is  really  the 
case,  the  action  and  reaction  of  solids  is  no  more  than 
a  case  of  constant  connection  of  antecedent  and  con 
sequent  in  time ;  is  only  a  form  in  which  inseparable 
connection    between    phenomena    appears  to   us,   in 
direct  perception,  and  not  the   ultimate  account  or 
explanation  of  that  connection;  then  an  inseparable 
connection,  a  continuity  of  apparently  discontinuous 
phenomena,  can  be  equally  well  assumed  in  a  world  of 
non-solid  as  of  solid  matter,  that  is,  in  a  world  where 
there  is  no  physical  matter  and  no  physical  force. 


264  THE  SEEN  AND  THE  UNSEEN. 

CHKxin'  What  we  have  to  do,  then,  on  this  assumption  is, 

—  to  see  what  are  the  general  possibilities  of  the  unseen 
world>  suggested  by  possible  completions  of  pheno- 
mena  wilicn  we  find  in  the  seen  world.  Taking  the 
two  sorts  of  reasons  for  either  or  both  of  which,  it 
has  just  been  said,1  the  unseen  world  may  be  unseen, 
we  shall  find  that  they  break  up  into  three  heads, 
when  the  inseparability  of  matter  and  form  is  consi 
dered.  There  is,  first,  a  possible  incompletion  of 
modes  of  form  considered  independently;  secondly, 
a  possible  incompletion  of  modes  of  feeling  consi 
dered  independently ;  and  thirdly,  a  possible  incom 
pletion  of  modes  of  feeling  and  form  together,  that 
is,  (since  we  shall  find  ourselves  restricted  practi 
cally  to  sensation),  of  empirical  physical  existence. 

I  shall  take  the  first  and  third  of  these  heads  first, 
postponing  the  second  for  convenience  of  exposition ; 
since  it  is  mainly  on  speculations  falling  under  these 
two  heads,  which  include  questions  concerning  the 
connection  of  consciousness  itself  with  physical  mat 
ter,  that  our  first  Problem  depends,  namely,  the 
possibility  of  a  Future  Life.  That  is  to  say,  its  pos 
sibility  depends  on  the  general  nature  of  the  unseen 
world ;  and  our  knowledge  of  this  depends  on  our 
being  able  so  to  complete  the  mathematical,  physical, 
and  physiological  sciences,  as  to  reproduce  the  whole 
picture  to  which  they  belong  from  the  square  of 
canvas  detached  from  it  by  our  human  modes  of 
perception;  or,  to  take  another  illustration,  so  to 

unmask  a  veiled  face  as  to  restore  its  true  meanino- 

j 
and  expression  to  a  peering  eyeball. 

I.  Under  the  head  of  incompletion  of  Form  comes 
the  question  whether  other  modes  of  form  besides 
1  Above,  p.  259. 
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Time  and  Space  may  not  exist  in  the  unseen  world  ; 
but  this  is  a  question  to  which  we  have  no  means 
whatever  of  even  imagining  an  answer.  We  cannot 


imagine  a  third  member  in  a  series  of  which  time    ^j£];rnucchtive 

and  space  are   the   two    first   members.     Secondly, 

there  is  a  similar  question  relating  to  a  second  dimen 

sion  of  Time.     This  too  is  incapable  of  an  answer. 

The  one  dimension  of  time  which  we  know,  while 

embracing  everything  that  exists,  gives  no  clue  to 

construct  in  thought  a  second  dimension.     But  the 

case  is  different  with  the  third  question  which  may 

be  put,  namely,  whether  there  may  not  be  a  fourth 

dimension  of  Space.     Here  we  have  already  a  series 

of  three  dimensions  to  aid  the  imagination;  and  ac 

cordingly  we  find  that  a  fourth  dimension  of  space, 

by  analogy  with  the  rest,   although  not  capable  of 

being  positively  pictured  to  our  present  faculties,  is 

a  favourite  imagination  with  several  mathematicians 

and  physicists.       And   this  clearly  carries   us   over 

into  an  unseen  world. 

II.  Under  the  third  head,  which  I  take  next  for 
convenience  of  exposition,  comes  the  question  of  the 
origin  of  physical  Matter  in  space.  Physical  matter, 
in  its  metaphysical  analysis,  is  a  combination  of  sen 
sations  of  sight,  touch,  and  muscular  and  nerve  sen 
sations,  which  give  us  the  notions  of  solidity  and 
resistance.  The  question  as  to  the  mode  of  origin  of 
this  combination,  taken  objectively,  is  one  which  can 
be  put,  but  to  which  no  answer  can  be  imagined,  in 
science.  This  is  because  all  our  notions  of  causation, 
in  science,  presuppose  matter  already  formed  and 
active.  At  the  same  time  the  question  is  not  absurd, 
because  physical  science  itself  has  long  got  rid  of  the 
old  notion  of  Force  as  an  efficient  entity  explanatory 
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BCHKxin'  °f  causati°n  5  and  recognises,  with  some  metaphy- 
—  sicians,  that  the  sum  of  the  conditions  is  the  true 
meaning  of  causation.  The  question,  too,  is  inde- 
Pendent  of  that  relating  to  the  infinity  of  space;  for 
there  is  no  reason,  but  much  the  contrary,  to  sup 
pose  that  physical  matter  is  coextensive  with  space. 
The  question  then  is  simply  this :  What  combinations 
of  states  of  consciousness,  if  any,  are  the  condition 
preceding  or  accompanying  that  particular  combina 
tion  known  as  physical  matter?  It  does  not  seem 
possible  that  any  light  on  this  question  should  ever 
be  within  our  reach. 

Next  to  this  comes  a  group  of  questions  relating 
to  the  connection  of  consciousness  with  physical 
matter.  These  do  or  do  not  carry  us  up  into  the 
unseen  world,  according  as  they  do  or  do  not  involve 
modes  of  consciousness  new  to  us  in  point  of  kind  ; 
and  therefore  depend  on  questions  belonging  to  our 
third  head.  Of  the  former  sort  is  Taylor's  "  Second 
Conjecture,"  in  the  work  above  mentioned,  "the  ab 
stract  probability  of  the  existence,  on  all  sides  of  us, 
of  an  invisible  element,  sustaining  its  own  species  of 
beings ;"  in  fact,  that,  "  within  the  space  encircled  by 
the  sidereal  revolutions,  there  exists  and  moves  a 
second  universe,  not  less  real  than  the  one  we  are  at 
present  conversant  with,"  &c  l  And  this  supposition 
has  the  closest  analogy  with  one  of  Fechner's,  which 
runs  through  most  of  his  writings,  and  is  expressed 
with  great  clearness  in  one  of  the  latest,  namely, 
that  a  subtil  ether  is  one  means  of  communication 
between  all  parts  and  all  beings  of  the  universe,  and 
is  at  the  same  time  the  vehicle  of  the  consciousness 
of  a  single  universal  being,  comprehending  the  whole  ; 
1  Physical  Theory  of  Another  Life,  p.  239-240.  edit.  1858. 
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so  that  we  may  regard  a  beam  of  light  as  a  nerve 
stripped  of  its  albuminous  sheath,  and  the  universe 
as  traversed  in  all  directions  by  such  nerves.1 

Such  are  some  of  the  problems  which  present  c°B9r|;™chtive 
themselves  when  we  attempt  to  construct  in  any 
direction  a  picture  of  the  unseen  world.  I  confine 
myself  to  mentioning,  and  make  no  attempt  to  criti 
cise,  still  less  to  offer  any  suggestion  of  my  own. 
The  general  problem  consists  of  three  terms,  the  seen 
physical  world,  our  consciousness,  and  the  unseen 
world.  What  are  the  relations,  first,  between  any 
two  of  these,  secondly,  between  any  two  and  the 
third  ?  That  is  the  problem. 

I  shall  perhaps  put  my  meaning  in  the  clearest 
light  by  devoting  a  few  words  to  a  work  which  I  have 
already  had  occasion  to  criticise,  Dr.  MacVicar's 
Sketch  of  a  Philosophy.12  His  system  is  one  of  the  old 
or  pre-Kantian  sort.  He  divides  existents  into  three 
classes,  spiritual,  aetherial,  and  material.3  And  he 
constructs  the  worlds  of  physics  and  psychology  by 
supposing  that  God,  the  eternal  Spirit,  "  awards  ex 
istence''  to  aetherial  and  material  things  and  to  other 
spiritual  beings,  in  accordance  with  one  supreme  law, 
which  he  names  the  Law  of  Assimilation,  and  its 
derivatives  to  the  number  of  six,  which  fall  into  two 
sets,  owing  to  "the  twofold  fact  that  the  finite  assimi 
lates  itself  on  the  one  hand  to  the  Infinite,  and  on  the 
other  hand  to  itself."4  Gravitation,  inertia,  elasticity, 
electric,  magnetic,  and  chemical  action,  and  the  chief 

1  Einige  Ideen  zur  Schopfungs-  und  Entwickelungsgeschichte 
der  Organisraen,  p.  105-107. 

2  See  back,  Chapter  VII.  p.  28. 

3  Work  cited,  Part  I.  p.  34.  Part  II.  p.  xi. 
*  Work  cited,  Part  II.  p.  ix. 
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functions  of  living  organisms,  nutrition,  reproduction, 
and  heredity,  are  deduced  as  cases  of  this  one  great 
law  of  Assimilation,  in  its  two  modes  of  operation, 
namely,  analytic  and  synthetic  action.1 

The  aatherial  element  is  created  to  mirror  the  infi 
nite  -Being  of  God,  as  the  world  of  spirits  is  created 
to  mirror  his  infinite  Poiver?  And  then  from  the 
aather,  under  the  law  of  assimilation  in  its  action 
already  described,  are  produced  first  material  organ 
isms,  and  secondly,  from  these,  inorganic  matter.3 
Animal  life  is  conceived  as  previous  to  vegetable  life 
and  as  one  of  its  conditions,  just  as  organic  matter  in 
general  is  to  inorganic,4  Finally,  the  organic  and 
material  world  culminates  in  the  development  of 
beings,  man  being  foremost,  whose  nerve  and  brain 
systems  are  permeated  by  a  homogeneous,  hyaline, 
arid  invisible,  substance,  an  aether,  which  is  in  its 
turn  the  abode  of  a  spirit  capable  of  communion  with 
the  Author  of  all.5 

What  strikes  me  as  most  admirable  in  this  sys 
tem,  which  I  have  only  been  able  most  imperfectly  to 
sketch,  is  the  truly  philosophical  application  of  the 
law  of  symmetry,  as  a  case  of  the  general  law  of  assi 
milation,  to  construct  the  various  sorts  of  material 
molecules  which  chemists  find  to  be  indecomposable 
in  the  laboratory,  and  which  they  are  therefore  con- 

1  Sketch  of  a  Philosophy,   Part  I.  p.  53-4.  p.  113.  Part  II. 
p.  xv.    Part  III.   p.    11.  and  Chap.  IV.     Part  IV.  Chapters  V. 
VIII.  X.  XI.     And  many  other  passages. 

2  Work  cited,  Part  I.  p.  120. 

3  Work  cited,  Part  III.  pp.  135.  158.     Part  IV.  pp.  6.  12.  40. 
66-8.  81.     And  other  passages. 

*  Work  cited,  Part  IV.  pp.  20.  80.  84. 

5  Work  cited,  Part  II.  p.  xvii.     Part  IV.  Chap.  XVI.     And 
other  passages. 
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tent  to  treat  practically  as  if  they  were  ultimate  ^KX/ 
substances  in  nature.1  The  63  or  more  chemical  — 
ultimates,  as  to  us  they  appear,  are  doubtless,  Dr. 
Mac  Vicar  urges,  products  of  physical  processes,  pro- 
ducts  which  have  endured  a  fiercer  ordeal  than  they 
can  be  subjected  to  in  human  laboratories ;  and  there 
fore  must  be  results  of  laws  of  structure  and  com 
position  similar  to  those  which  we  can  detect  by 
experiment,  or  can  discern  by  the  microscope.  The 
material  continuity  of  nature  goes  on,  where  our 
powers  of  discernment  stop  short. 

But  it  is  not  with  this  part  of  Dr.  Mac  Vicar's 
work  that  I  am  concerned  here.  It  is  not  with  his 
theories  regarding  the  seen  world,  whether  setherial 
or  material,  that  I  have  to  do ;  but  with  his  concep 
tion,  first,  of  the  spiritual  world,  and  secondly  of  its 
connection  with  the  physical  world.  His  philosophy 
includes  my  constructive  branch  and  my  metaphysic,  as 
well  as  physical  science.  It  belongs  to  the  construc 
tive  branch,  not  in  virtue  of  his  development  of  mat 
ter  out  of  asther,  and  spirit-homes  out  of  organisms, 
but  in  virtue  of  his  deducing  a3ther  with  all  its  pro 
perties  from  the  divine  "  award  of  existence"  and  in 
stitution  of  the  law  of  assimilation.  His  philosophy 
has  really  two  parts,  first,  a  constructive  branch  of 
philosophy,  secondly,  a  constructive  physical  science, 
based  upon  the  first; — an  a  priori  science  based  upon 
an  a  priori  philosophy. 

He  bases  the  science  of  the  seen  world  upon  the 
philosophy  of  the  unseen  world; — that  in  brief  is 
my  objection  to  Dr.  Mac  Vicar's  system.  And  my 
reason  is  this,  that  the  philosophy  of  the  unseen 

1  Sketch  of  a  Philosophy,  Part  II.  p.  x.  Part  III.  pp.  5.  45.  157. 
Part  IV.  p.  45. 
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world,  when  truly  conceived,  can  be  no  basis  for,  but 
~^~  only  an  outcome  from,  the  science  of  the  seen  world. 
MethidTofa"he  Give  to  that  philosophy  no  more  than  what  strictly 
belongs  to  it,  and  it  affords  no  basis  for  science.  To 
make  it  such  a  basis  is  to  import  into  it  conceptions 
drawn  from  science  itself.  How,  it  will  be  asked, 
does  Dr.  Mac  Vicar  do  this?  The  answer  is,  By 
assuming  that  spiritual  beings  are  existents  which 
exert  force.  Spiritual  beings  belong  nominally  to 
the  unseen,  but  really  to  the  seen  world,  because 
supposed  to  exert  force.  Dr.  Mac  Vicar's  conception 
of  spirit,  therefore,  is  double  ;  a  spirit  is  a  heterogene 
ous  being  ;  partly  physical  and  force-exerting,  partly 
conscious  and  rational.  It  is  man  in  the  concrete,  or 
unanalysed,  over  again  ;  a  conscious  organism  re 
named.  I  do  not  think  this  in  the  least  detracts 
from  the  scientific  value  of  Dr.  MacVicar's  work,  and 
I  only  wish  I  could  convey  to  the  reader  the  admira 
tion  which  I  feel  for  it  and  the  pleasure  with  which  I 
read  it.  Without  pronouncing  any  opinion  whatever 
on  its  scientific  results,  this  at  least  I  may  say,  that  it 
produces,  on  a  non-scientific  reader  at  least,  the  im 
pression  of  being  the  result  of  deep  and  genuine 
insight  into  nature.  But  the  philosophical  character 
of  the  work  is  another  matter  ;  and  this  it  is  which 
is  seriously  injured  by  the  conception  of  spirit  which 
I  have  mentioned.  Much  more  must  be  done  in  the 
constructive  branch  of  philosophy,  strictly  so  called, 
before  it  can  be  shown  how,  or  in  what  general  way, 
the  unseen  world  or  any  part  of  it  is  the  sum  of  the 
conditions  for  the  appearance  of  the  seen  world.  We 
have,  in  short,  yet  to  work  up  to  the  unseen  world, 
and  let  alone,  for  the  present  at  least,  the  dream  of 
coming  down  from  it  with  an  explanation  or  deduc- 


THE  SEEN  AND  THE  UNSEEN. 

tion  of  the  seen  world  in  our  hands.  Neither  can 
the  sum  of  the  conditions  of  the  seen  world  be  taken, 
by  a  rough  arid  ready  mode,  to  be  a  "magnified  man," 
half  consciousness  half  force ;  nor  can  philosophy  itself 
be  heterogeneous,  half  science  half  theology. 

For  where,  it  must  be  asked,  where  does  Dr. 
Mac  Vicar  get  his  conception  of  God,  the  great  spirit, 
as  an  all-wise,  all-good,  all-powerful,  Being?  Surely 
it  must  be  replied,  from  the  moral  nature  of  man, 
from  the  phenomena  of  the  practical  reason,  the 
phenomena  of  ethic.  God  is  to  us  the  Ideal  of  the 
practical'  reason,  of  the  moral  nature  of  humanity. 
This  is  what  the  term  God  means  to  us.  We  do  not 
know  God  immediately  as  a  creator.  Consequently 
we  cannot  treat  his  existence  as  explanatory  to  us  oi 
the  existence  of  the  kind  of  world  which  we  see 
around  us.  God  is  one  of  the  problems  of  the  con 
structive  branch  of  philosophy,  of  which  branch  one 
basis  is  science,  the  other  metaphysic.  Physics,  con 
sciousness,  and  the  unseen  world, — these  are  the 
three  terms  of  the  problem  which  lies  before  the 
future. 

One  writer  there  is  who  seems  to  me  to  have 
both  clearly  seen  and  firmly  traced  the  conditions  of 
this  problem,  James  Hinton,  too  soon  taken  from  us, 
when  just  reaching  the  full  maturity  of  his  powers. 
It  is  from  the  point  of  view  of  this  problem  that  his 
writings,  for  the  most  part,  must  be  supposed  to 
speak.  In  his  well  known  distinction  between  the 
Apparent,  the  Phenomenal,  and  the  Real,  the  two 
first  terms  coincide  with  Kant's  mundus  sensibilis  et 
intelligibilis,  and  the  last  with  my  unseen  world.  Not 
a  world  of  Things-in- themselves  or  Unknowables,  this 
latter,  but  phenomenal  in  that  sense  of  the  term  in 
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BC£KXI!'     wnicn  it  is  opposed  to  noumenal ;  a  world  which 
Y7~         contains  the  conditions  of  our  seen  world,  of  what  is 
MethidTofati?e  accessible  to  our  powers  of  direct  perception,  being 
itself  inaccessible  to  them,  but  open  to  our  conjectures 
and   evidenced    by    reflection.     This    world  is    that 
which  is  the  chief  object-matter  of  Hinton's  works. 

And  here  I  will  record  (what  death  has  rendered 
a  melancholy  pleasure)  that,  but  for  conversations 
with  Hinton  in  the  two  or  three  last  years  of  his  life, 
when  first  I  had  the  privilege  of  knowing  him  and 
comparing  his  ideas  with  my  own,  the  present  theory 
of  the  Unseen  World  and  the  Constructive  Branch  of 
philosophy  would  probably  never  have  been  framed. 
His  insight  it  was  which  stimulated  me  to  the  hum 
bler  (though  still  necessary)  task  of  analysis  and  for 
mulation. 

Take  one  passage  from  many  to  show  what  I 
mean.1  It  is  from  a  supposed  Dialogue  between 
Author  and  Reader.  "Reader.  I  clearly  see  your 
meaning  :  one  thing  acts  upon  us,  and  another  is 
consciously  present  to  our  perception.  The  former 
you  call  the  Fact,  and  assert  that  it  is  spiritual  or 
active  ;  the  latter  is  the  phenomenon,  and  it  is  physi 
cal  or  inert.  The  spiritual  truly  exists,  the  physical 
exists  only  as  an  appearance.2  If  man  were  in  a 
truly  living  state — not  defective  in  his  being — he 
would  have  feelings  correspondent  to  the  truth :  but 

1  Man  and  his  Dwelling  Place.    Book  IV.  Dialogue  II.  p.  233. 
edit.  1872. 

2  "  As  the  appearance  is  to  the  phenomenon,  so  is  the  pheno 
menon  to  the  fact.     From  an  appearance,  by  considering  our  phe 
nomenal  relations,  we  learn  the  phenomenon,  or  that  which  is  true 
to  thought :  from  the  phenomenon,  by  considering  man's  actual  re 
lations,  we  learn  the  fact,  or  that  which  is  the  very  truth  of  being." 
The  same,  p.  237-238. 
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inasmuch  as  he  is  defective,  his  feeling  is  wrong."      BOOKIII. 
But  the  method  on  which  Hinton  most  relies  to  give 


us  knowledge  of  the  real  world,  the  world  of  fact,  the 

world  unseen,  is  not  a  method  falling  under  any  of    Constructive 

the  foregoing  heads;  it  is  not  of  a  physical  but  of  an 

ethical  character,  belonging  to  a  branch  which  has 

yet  to  be  sketched,  the  remaining  supposition  of  an 

incompletion  in  the  kinds  of  feeling  with  which  we 

are  endowed. 


§  6.  III.  Under  this  remaining  head,   I  remark         §6- 

,  The  aid  given 

in  the  first  place,  that  the  question  of  the  material  i>y  Ethic, 
continuity  of  the  two  worlds,  in  respect  of  the  kinds 
of  feeling,  soon  appears  to  be  an  ethical  and  not  a 
physical  speculation.  For  the  emotions  are  the  only 
branch  of  feeling  which  are  incomplete  in  such  a  way 
as  to  allow  us  to  imagine  their  further  development. 
We  can  no  more  imagine  a  sense  or  an  emotion 
specifically  new,  than  we  can  imagine  a  new  form  of 
perception  besides  space  and  time.  And  in  point  of 
development,  the  senses  have  their  completion  in 
emotion.  For  they  not  only  furnish  the  framework, 
or  imagery  of  objects,  to  which  the  emotions  attach 
themselves,  and  which  they  seem  to  pervade;  but, 
according  to  Mr.  Spencer's  profound  and  luminous 
theory,  emotion  itself  is  nothing  else  than  the  re 
mains  of  countless  sensations,  combined  with  each 
other,  transmitted  and  enforced  by  heredity.1 

Here,  then,  we  have  a  probable  link  of  connection 
with  the  unseen  world.     There  is  no  mode  of  con 
sciousness  more  developed  than  the  emotions;  they 
1  Principles  of  Psychology,  Part  IV.  Chap.  8.  Part  V.  Chap.  6. 

VOL.  II.  T 


274  THE  SEEN  AND  THE  UNSEEN. 


are  tne  r^°£  °f  ^e  sensations  ;  and  we  know  of  no 


~  other  kind  of  feeling  which  can  be  regarded  as 
^dtMcV8n  'm  turn  to  tnem-  At  the  same  time  we  cannot  ima 
gine  a  specifically  new  emotion,  any  more  than  a  new 
sensation.  It  is  not  in  this  way  that  they  will  fur 
nish  a  clue  to  the  unseen.  It  is  as  the  head  and 
front  of  a  development,  as  phenomena  of  conscious 
action  and  practice,  as  object-matter  of  ethic  and  not 
of  physic,  that  they  will  enable  us,  if  at  all,  to  divine 
anything  of  the  unseen  world.  What  are  the  true 
principles  and  standards  of  conscious  action,  the  true 
aim  of  morals  ;  and  what  sort  of  nature  in  the  uni 
verse  at  large  is  implied  by  the  fact  that  those  aims 
and  principles  are  the  true  ones?  For  they  cannot 
be  true  in  morals  unless  they  are  founded  in  the 
constitution  of  nature  as  a  fact.  If  ethical  truth  can 
be  made  out,  then  we  know,  on  that  ground  alone, 
something  of  the  universe  in  which  it  is  a  truth. 

The  methods,  then,  which  give  entrance  to  the 
unseen  world,  practically  reduce  themselves  to  two, 
that  of  the  physicist  and  that  of  the  moralist.  The 
first  leads  only  to  those  structural  characteristics  of 
the  unseen  world,  which  are  the  conditio  ewistendi  of 
the  seen  ;  the  second  only  to  its  moral  characteristics, 
upon  which  those  of  the  seen  world  depend  for  their 
practical  meaning  and  significance.  The  conception 
of  a  supreme  intelligence  or  personality  is  to  be 
reached  only  by  the  second  method  ;  causation,  or  the 
conditions  of  existence,  only  by  the  first.  The  first 
method  goes  backwards  in  order  of  history,  to  place 
its  conditions  of  existence  at  the  beginning  of  things; 
the  second  goes  forwards  in  order  of  history,  to  place 
its  ideals  at  the  end.  And  this  contrast  in  the  two 
directions  is  determined  by  the  different  nature  of 
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the  two  methods,  one  theoretic  the  other  teleologic, 
combined  with  their  both  adopting  the  order  of  time 
as  their  common  basis. 

In  order  to  combine  the  results,  whatever  they 
may  prove  to  be,  of  the  two  methods,  in  order  to 
combine  the  Ideal  of  the  moralist  with  the  efficient 
agency  of  the  physicist,  and  thus  to  construct  the 
unseen  world  of  a  piece  with  the  seen,  it  would  be 
necessary  to  put  together,  as  it  were,  the  two  direc 
tions,  from  end  to  beginning  and  from  beginning  to 
end,  and  by  this  means  take  the  whole  period  static 
ally  instead  of  dynamically.  The  unseen  world  would 
then  be  regarded  not  as  a  process  but  as  a  state,  a 
single  existent,  including  the  seen  world  as  a  portion 
of  itself,  and  with  it  forming  one  immovable  universe, 
infinite  in  space,  eternal  in  duration,  an  universe 
which  to  us  now,  Avho  live  only  in  the  seen  world,  is 
necessarily  an  Ideal,  that  is,  something  which  can  be 
thought  of  only  as  the  goal  towards  which  both  our 
knowledge  and  our  practice  move,  never  attaining  its 
realisation. 

The  teleology  of  the  emotions,  then,  is  the  chief 
clue  which  we  must  take  to  guide  us  in  attempting 
to  bridge  the  gulf  between  the  seen  and  the  unseen 
worlds.  They  are  the  most  developed  outcome  of 
the  whole  chain  of  physical  causation  as  we  find  it  in 
the  visible  material  world.  They  seem  to  be  broken 
off,  to  be  as  it  were  the  rough  transverse  surface  of  a 
column  deserted  by  the  builders,  wishes  which  not 
only  are  never  realised,  but  of  which  the  real  object 
is  not  known  to  the  wisher.  They  seem  to  have  their 
completion  neither  in  themselves,  nor  yet,  as  the 
sensations  have,  in  something  not  themselves. 

Now  if  we  yield  to  suggestions  of  this  kind,  and 
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BCHKXIL  Put  the  question,  for  instance,  whether  the  broken 
~  chain  of  development,  of  which  they  are  the  issue, 
can  be  supposed  to  find  its  continuation  at  all;  or 
only  in  other  beings  different  from  ourselves  and 
greater,  as  one  kind  in  the  animal  creation  stands  to 
another  in  scale  of  dignity ;  or  whether  it  is  possible 
that  the  continuation  should  take  place  in  a  life 
which  is  physically  the  prolongation  of  our  present 
life;  or  again  if  we  ask  what  state  of  the  unseen 
world  would  be  indicated  as  final,  if  the  highest 
moral  emotions  were  to  be  fully  realised  either  in 
ourselves  or  in  other  beings; — we  should  find  that 
such  questions  as  these,  springing  from  teleology, 
would  refer  us  back  to  the  former  physical  method, 
as  alone  capable  of  disclosing  the  possibility  or  the 
conditions  of  realisation.  Thus  the  problem  of  a 
future  life  belongs,  as  was  remarked  above,  to  that 
first  branch  of  the  question,  while  the  problem  of 
personality  belongs  to  the  present  or  ethical  branch. 

But  now  let  us  consider  this  second  branch,  both 
as  to  the  sort  of  information  it  gives,  and  as  to  its 
degree  of  certainty.  As  we  have  seen,  it  is  in  the 
idealisation  of  the  emotions,  which  are  the  object- 
matter  of  practical  reasoning  or  Ethic,  that  we  have 
the  chief  clue  to  the  construction  of  the  unseen  world. 
For  the  physical  and  physiological  causes,  which 
have  given  us  the  emotions  originally,  are  themselves 
continuous  with  conditions  in  the  unseen  world  a 
parte  ante,  and  the  prolonged  operation  of  these  same 
causes  will  therefore,  on  the  same  assumption  of  con 
tinuity,  carry  on  the  emotions,  which  are  their  effects, 
nearer  and  nearer  to  the  realisation  of  their  ideal 
end,  a  parte  post. 

Practical  reasoning  itself,  which  consists  in  actual 
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choice  between  emotions,  is  by  its  very  nature  and 
definition  teleologic,  proceeding  by  ideals  j1  it  ima- 
gines  a  desired  end,  and  the  desire  makes  that  end  a 
final  cause  of  action.  Every  act  of  reasoning  is  voli 
tional;  but  practical  reasoning  is  distinguished  from 
speculative  by  its  aiming  at  possessing  or  effecting 
the  good,  as  distinguished  (though  not  separated) 
from  the  true.  Practical  reasoning,  then,  inevitably 
and  instinctively  carries  us  over,  by  its  idealising 
method,  from  the  seen  world  to  the  unseen  as  con 
taining  its  idealisation.  And  all  conscious  beings  are 
agents  who  help  to  make  the  unseen  world  what  it 
is.  Their  volitions  are  evidences  of  its  otherwise 
unknown  nature. 

True,  we  cannot  idealise  the  imagery,  as  we  can 
idealise  its  emotional  content,  which  latter  we  do  by 
desiring  it  in  greater  and  greater  intensity.  The 
imagery  which  is  its  framework  cannot  take  ideal 
shapes  corresponding  to  this  increasing  intensity  in 
its  content,  just  because  we  have  no  direct  perception 
of  the  unseen  world.  We  have  to  be  satisfied  with 
vague  outlines,  described  mostly  by  negatives  of  the 
known  attributes  of  things  in  the  seen  world,  such 
as  incorporeal,  immaterial,  imperishable. 

The  imagery  which  embodies  the  reflective  emo 
tions  consists  in  imagining  those  emotions  to  be  felt 
and  reciprocated  by  persons.  When  we  idealise  by 
intensifying  those  emotions,  we  introduce  personality 
into  the  unseen  world.  This  whole  subject  has  been 
treated  in  the  Theory  of  Practice,  to  which  I  must 
here  be  satisfied  with  referring.2  Personality  is  the 

1  I  would  refer  the  reader  on  this  point  to  the  Theory  of  Prac 
tice,  §  56.  Vol.  I.  p.  401-416.  Analysis  of  Practical  Eeasoning. 

2  Theory  of  Practice,  Vol.  I.  §§  22  to  48.    And  again  §§  72.  73. 
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1'     image5  or  representational  framework,  in  which  re 
flective    emotions  are    embodied,   and  which,   being 

§0.  r* 

e  aEdtMcVen  renlective,  they  necessarily  involve.  But  the  only 
way  in  which  we  can  idealise  personality,  when  in 
tensifying  its  emotional  soul  or  content,  is  on  the  one 
hand  to  abstract  as  much  as  possible  from  all  cor 
poreal  attributes,  and  on  the  other  to  retain  in  the 
greatest  strength  all  mental  or  spiritual  attributes, 
whether  of  intellect,  volition,  or  emotion.  In  this 
way  it  is  that  we  imagine  the  ideal  personality  of 
God. 

That  there  are  two  inseparable  elements  in  this 
process,  emotion  and  imagery,  in  religious  matters, 
explains  at  once  both  how  it  is  that  religion  is  in 
grained  in  the  nature  of  man,  and  why  we  are  entitled 
to  affirm  so  very  little  about  its  object.  The  exist 
ence  of  religion  depends  on  certain  emotions  and  the 
idealising  tendency  of  practical  reasoning  ;  our  know 
ledge  of  its  object  depends  on  the  representational 
imagery  at  our  command,  supplied  by  the  direct 
perception  of  the  seen  world.  It  is  owing  to  the 
activity  and  fertility  of  the  imagination  that  creeds, 
which  are  theories  of  that  imagery,  have  been  multi 
plied.  And  thus  we  see  explained,  also  by  the  same 
double  element,  why  it  is  that  every  advance  in 
intensity  of  real  religious  feeling  has  been  accom 
panied  with  the  demolition  of  creeds  and  dogmas. 

There  are  some  who  would  persuade  us  that  this 
ideal  personality  is  a  pure  fiction,  an  unfounded 
fancy,  standing  on  much  the  same  grounds  as  the  ad 
mitted  fiction  of  Things-in-themselves,  and  destined 
to  pass  away  from  the  human  mind  like  a  dream 
when  one  awaketh.  The  results  disclosed  by  the 
analysis  and  philosophy  of  reflection  are  the  answer 
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which  I  would  make   to  reasoners  like  these.     The 
reflective  and  imaginative  emotional  element  in  con-         — 
sciousness  is  not  the   seat  of  passing  fancies,  but  is    The  aid  Riv 

1  ,  .    ,     ?       ,  by  Ethic. 

that  strain  in  human  nature  which  is  the  most  per 
manent  and  certain  of  development.  It  is  with  this 
element  that  the  idea  of  the  Personality  of  God  is 
inseparably  bound  up.  This  element  it  is,  and  not 
the  intellectual  search  for,  or  supposed  proof  of,  a 
First  Cause,  which  gives  us  at  once  Religion  and  its 
Object,  the  two  being  inseparably  united. 

This  idealising  emotion  is  the  religion  felt  and 
expressed  by  Jesus  Christ  ;  not  perhaps  what  is  com 
monly  called  Christianity,  for  that  means  usually  the 
religion  of  the  Church  ;  but  the  religion  of  Jesus 
Christ,  meaning  perfect  and  entire  love  to  God,  in 
volving  love  to  man  as  its  corollary.  Christ  in  fact 
revealed  to  us,  from  his  own  deeper  insight  and  emo 
tion,  the  Nature  of  God,  —  a  personality  in  the  unseen 
world  which  is  the  object  of  love  with  all  the  heart 
and  all  the  mind. 

God  denned  as  First  Cause  would  be  a  separable 
and  therefore  a  finite  being,  a  -fcugivrog  fevg.  Aris 
totle's  arguments  against  the  Platonic  ypgurru  s'&q  are 
all  applicable  against  his  own  yjvgiarn  OUG'KX,,  of  which 
a  xagwrog  faog  is  a  case.  The  existence  of  such  a 
"  separable"  Being  would  be  demonstrable,  if  at  all, 
in  science  and  not  in  philosophy.  Now  it  is  notorious 
that  it  is  not  demonstrated  by  science.  But,  suppos 
ing  for  a  moment  that  it  were  so  demonstrated,  still 
the  Being  whose  existence  was  demonstrated  would 
not  be  God,  but  a  Demiurge,  or  subordinately  creative 
deity,  created  to  create  the  world.  And  why  not  God  ? 
Because  we  could  not  love  with  the  whole  mind 
and  heart  a  finite  Being,  however  powerful  or  bene- 
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Bc2Kxi!'      ficent.    The  Demiurge,  a  wgiffrog  feog,  falls  short  of  the 


true  definition  of  God,  which  is,  Object  of  love  with  the 
whole  heart  and  mind.  This  is  the  sense  in  which  it 
is  true,  and  ever  will  be,  that  religion,  faith  and  love, 
the  "  foolishness  of  God,"  overthrows  the  pride  of 
reason  and  of  intellect;  namely,  that  "the  world  by 
wisdom  knew  not  God,"  who  nevertheless  is  the 
dominant  power  in  human  nature.  The  existence  of 
God  can  neither  be  proved  nor  disproved  by  science  ; 
but  by  reflection  it  can  be  made  evident  as  a  fact 
bound  up  with  consciousness  itself. 

And  now,  having  shown  in  what  way  practical  or 
ethical  reasoning  establishes  certain  facts  concerning 
the  unseen  world,  and  in  so  doing  lays  the  founda 
tion  of  the  constructive  branch  of  philosophy,  let  us 
turn  for  a  moment  to  the  reaction  which  these  facts 
exercise  upon  practice.  Philosophy,  by  enforcing 
the  consideration  of  the  continuity  between  the  seen 
and  unseen  worlds,  is  really  bringing  to  bear  upon 
practice  the  sanctions  of  eternity.  Sanctions,  I  mean, 
in  the  jurist's  sense  of  the  term.  Tn  the  presence  of 
such  a  consideration  we  cannot  but  walk  warily.  We 
are  part  of  a  vast  order,  with  which  it  behoves  us  to 
be  in  harmony.  To  live  is  no  jesting  matter,  to  live 
well  is  no  easy  one. 

Theologians,  it  is  true,  have  well  nigh  made  the 
sanctions  of  eternity  ridiculous  in  our  eyes  by  adher 
ence  to  their  traditional  creeds,  their  puerile  concep 
tions  of  what  these  sanctions  are,  how  they  operate, 
and  how  they  are  to  be  met.  They  have  well  nigh 
rendered  them  odious  by  claiming  to  be  their  sole 
authoritative  ministers  and  interpreters,  as  if  they 
knew  by  special  revelation  what  the  unseen  world 
was  made  of,  and  the  chief  mysteries  of  its  construe- 
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tion.     But  it  would  be  a  fatal  error  to  reject  a  pro-      %?KXI' 
found  and  fruitful  conception  of  philosophy,  because 
it  has  been  travestied  by  theology.     Its  deep  religious    T^e '  " 
significance,  indeed,  is  the  very  thing  which  renders 
its  travesty  possible.     For  the  popular  mind,  deeply 
feeling  this  significance,  expresses  it  in  its  own  ima 
gery,  and  the  imagery  expressing  it  is  a  creed.     The 
felt  importance  of  the  truths  which  they  are  attempts 
to  express  is  that  which  gives  creeds  their  vitality. 

It  is  not  difficult  to  see  in  what  way  the  sanctions 
of  eternity  bear  upon  practice.  The  consequences 
which  an  action,  done  here,  may  have  in  the  unseen 
world  are  the  sanctions  attached  to  it.  And  the  pos 
sibility  that  we  ourselves  may  be  sharers  in  those 
consequences  is  the  thought  which,  whenever  it  is 
admitted,  most  forcibly  brings  those  sanctions  to 
bear  upon  present  practice.  It  does  so,  however, 
only  by  enforcing,  with  a  solemnity  drawn  from  the 
vastness  of  eternity,  the  judgments  of  conscience 
upon  actions  as  they  present  themselves  in  the  seen 
world.  It  does  not  alter  but  enforces  those  judg 
ments.  True,  it  clears  the  vision  by  heightening  the 
importance  of  the  object,  and  fixing  the  attention  of 
the  observer;  but  still  the  judgment  is  delivered  by 
conscience,  by  whatever  method  it  may  be  enlightened 
or  instructed. 

There  is  another  mode  in  which  the  sanctions  of 
eternity  may  operate  upon  practice  in  this  world,  and 
in  this  case  without  the  supposition  of  individual 
immortality,  namely,  by  the  supposition  of  superior 
intelligences,  or  a  supreme  being,  witnessing  all  that 
goes  on  in  both  worlds,  the  seen  as  well  as  the  unseen. 
This  is  a  direct  enforcement  of  the  dictates  of  con 
science  without  any  appeal  to  the  future  conse- 
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CHKxiL     quences  which  an  individual's  actions  may  have  for 
—         himself.     It  is  simply  a  magnifying  and  intensifying 

°^  n*s  own  judgments  uPon  hig  own  ac^s-  I*  *s  a  de~ 
vice  which  he  can  employ  for  rendering  that  judg 
ment  more  searching  and  less  liable  to  deception ;  for 
it  supposes  his  own  knowledge  of  the  secret  springs 
of  his  own  action  rendered  more  perfect  and  pene 
trating,  without  any  change  in  kind.  If  there  is  any 
practical  maxim  which  more  than  another  deserves  to 
be  placed  at  the  head  of  all  application  of  ethical 
science,  it  is,  not  such  a  maxim  as  Kant  expressed  in 
his  famous  formula  '  So  act  as  that  your  action  shall 
be  valid  for  all  reasoning  beings,'  but  '  So  act  as  if 
your  action  in  all  its  parts,  all  its  motives,  was  wit 
nessed  by  beings  of  perfect  intelligence.'  But  the 
maxim  is  one  of  application  of  theory  to  practice,  not 
of  theory  itself.  It  cannot  tell  us  what  is  right,  it  can 
only  intensify  our  perception  of  it ;  and  this  it  does 
by  appealing  to  the  sense  of  shame  and  the  sense  of 
honour  involved  in  imagining  other  witnesses  and 
those  more  intelligent  than  ourselves. 

Kant,  in  my  opinion,  was  fully  justified  in  hold 
ing  that  the  practical  reason  went  farther  and  deeper 
into  the  nature  of  things  than  the  speculative,  although 
he  was  wrong  in  supposing  that  it  connected  us  in 
any  way  with  a  noumenal  world  of  Thing s-in- them 
selves.  It  is  into  the  unseen  world  that  it  carries  us, 
with  this  it  connects  us,  not  with  the  fictitious  world 
of  Things-in-themselves.  The  moral  and  imaginative 
emotions,  the  spiritual  nature  of  man,  his  practical 
reason  and  conscience,  phenomena  which  belong  to 
the  ethical  branch  of  philosophy,  these  give  us  our 
richest  material  for  filling  up  the  picture  of  the  un 
seen  world,  our  best  basis  for  the  constructive  branch 
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of  philosophy,  the  outline  only  of  which  is  sketched      BOOK  IIL 
by  analysis  an'd  speculation. 

I  fully  adopt,   then.    Kant's    doctrine,    that    the    Theaid'^v 

by  Ethic. 

practical  reason  is  the  sole  ultimate  ground  of  our 
knowledge  of  the  nature,  and  therefore  of  the  exist 
ence,  of  God;  an  agreement,  however,  which  by  no 
means  involves  agreeing  with  the  whole  of  his  theory 
of  the  moral  law.  But  my  difference  lies  in  this, 
that  I  couple  this  doctrine,  not  with  the  assertion  of 
unknowable  existences,  or  Things-in-ihemsdves,  but 
with  the  conception  of  an  unseen  world  which  is  in 
its  nature  phenomenal  and  therefore  knowable.  There 
are  two  sources  of  knowledge  available  for  framing 
the  fullest  conception  possible  to  us  of  the  divine 
nature,  one  immediate  and  independent,  the  other 
inferential  and  subsidiary;  the  former  being  the 
moral  nature  of  man,  the  latter  his  knowledge  of  the 
existence  of  an  unseen  world.  God,  being  our  highest 

'  O  O 

Ideal,  must  fill  the  unseen  and  the  seen  alike. 

We  may  sum  up  in  one  comprehensive  word, 
Will,  all  that  can  be  regarded  as  the  leading  shoot  in 
the  tree  of  existence,  as  known  to  us  in  the  actual 
world.  But  what  the  Will  as  an  entity  is,  we  do  not 
know;  or  rather,  we  know  this,  that  in  analysis  it 
vanishes  as  an  entity,  just  as  Force  vanishes  as  an 
entity,  in  the  case  of  inorganic  and  inanimate  things. 
It  is  an  expression  for  action  in  conscious  beings,  as 
force  is  for  action  in  unconscious  ones.  Action  runs 
through  the  whole  universe;  and  the  Will,  as  repre 
sented  by  its  analysis,  choice  in  moral  matters,  connects 
man  with  the  Spirit  or  Action  of  the  Whole,  which 
we  may  call  God. 

To  put  anything  but  the  Spirit  of  the  Whole  in 
the  place  of  God,  to  call,  worship,  and  regard  as  God 
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anything  else  but  the  Spirit  of  the  Whole,  is  to  lead 
man's  effort  and  will  into  a  false  track,  is  to  mistake 
a  side  shoot  of  the  tree  of  existence  for  the  main 
shoot,  or  rather  it  is  to  deflect  the  main  shoot  and 
dwarf  it  into  a  side  one.  This  Comte's  "  Humanity," 
for  instance,  does.  This  Schopenhauer's  "Will" 
does  not.  And  therefore  Schopenhauer  is,  on  this 
point  at  least,  the  main  point  of  ethical  metaphysic, 
right  and  sound;  notwithstanding  his  untenable 
identification  of  the  will  with  absolute  entity,  a 
conception  incompatible  with  the  facts  of  reflec 
tion. 

If  we  retain  the  word  Creator  to  designate  the 
Spirit  of  the  Whole,  it  must  be  understood  in  a  sense 
from  which  the  notion  of  origination  ex  nihilo  is  ex 
cluded.  It  is  coeval  with  the  whole,  of  which  it  is 
the  spirit.  Neither  is  it  itself  the  whole,  but  only  its 
informing  spirit.  It  may  be  conceived  as  standing 
to  the  universe  in  the  same  relation  as  the  mind  of  a 
man  stands  to  the  man  and  his  earthly  history.  As 
we  say  that  a  man  has  a  mind  or  intelligence  by 
which  he  orders  his  life,  and  which  is  the  connecting 
thread  of  his  actions,  so  we  may  imagine  an  analogous 
thread  of  consciousness  and  purpose  to  be  the  con 
necting  thread  of  the  universe.  This  would  be  "the 
Eternal  that  makes  for  righteousness,"  to  use  the 
expression  of  Mr.  Matthew  Arnold,1  manifesting  itself 
in  phenomena  which  are  the  history  of  the  seen 
world.  And  the  action  of  this  power  would  be  both 
necessary  and  free,  just  as  we  have  seen  that  human 
action  is,  according  as  we  adopt  the  statical  and 

1  In  his  profound  and  genuinely  philosophical,  though  popularly 
written,  work,  Literature  and  Dogma,  p.  81.  386.  and  passim.  Also 
in  its  sequel,  God  and  The  Bible. 
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transverse,  or  the    dynamical   and    forward-looking 

point  of  view.  — 

Nor  is  the  analogy  rendered  false  in  consequence  Thbe  ^g 
of  the  human  mind  being  no  longer  considered  an 
immaterial  entity.  We  are  entitled  to  use  the  word 
mind  to  signify  the  conscious  life  of  an  individual 
man,  notwithstanding  that  the  theory  which  hypos- 
tasised  it  as  an  entity  is  abandoned.  Similarly  the 
conscious  life  of  the  universe  may  be  called  the  spirit 
of  the  whole,  without  implying  an  entity  either 
separate  from  the  whole  or  prior  to  it  in  order  of 
existence.  It  is  a  strain  pervading  all  things,  seen 
and  unseen,  —  not  a  condition  separable  from  its  con- 
ditionates.  This  is  the  limitation  which  was  spoken 
of  in  the  foregoing  Chapter,1  as  that  under  which  the 
term  Creator  might  legitimately  be  retained. 

It  must  never  be  forgotten  that,  when  we  enter 
upon  speculations  like  these,  we  are  taking  up  a  point 
of  view  quite  different  from  that  of  pure  reflection  or 
subjective  analysis.  We  are  following  up  or  com 
pleting  the  results  of  that  analysis  in  the  constructive 
branch  of  philosophy,  and  are  treating  the  universe, 
so  completed,  as  if  it  were  an  object  of  our  own 
direct  perception,  just  as  a  conscious  organism  is  the 
object  of  psychology,  or  as  a  mineral  or  a  gaseous 
substance  is  of  physical  science.  It  is  only  that  part 
of  the  universe  which  constitutes  our  seen  world 
which  is  an  object  of  direct  perception  to  us.  The 
unseen  world  and  the  universe  which  embraces  it 
are  only  to  be  hypothetically  treated  in  the  same 
manner. 

Herein  lies  the  great  difference  between  the  philo 
sophy  of  reflection  and  those  Monistic  philosophies, 
1  Above,  p.  231. 
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BC£KXI!'      some  °f  which  have  been  criticised  above,  which  find 
r        the  nature  of  the  Absolute,  or  of  the  Whole,  to  con- 


n  some  mode  of  union  between  Object  and  Sub 
ject,  in  whatever  way  this  union  may  be  imagined; 
whether  as  a  Substance  of  attributes;  a  power  of 
Will ;  of  Thought ;  of  Self-manifestation ;  and  so  on. 
True,  they  thereby  give  a  definite  solution  to  the 
enigma  of  existence,  but  they  do  so  only  by  dwarfing 
the  universe,  the  total  object  of  reflection,  to  its  half, 
by  making  it  again  an  object  of  direct  perception. 

My  philosophy,  on  the  contrary,  leaves  the  uni 
verse  uncircumscribed  except  by  reflection;  surround 
ing  its  seen  and  definable  portion  with  boundless 
fields  of  unseen  existence.  Man  is  no  longer  re 
garded,  as  in  some  of  these  systems  he  is,  as  the  top 
and  crown  of  existence ;  his  consciousness  as  that  in 
which  the  Existent  itself  first  attains  to  conscious 
ness  of  itself;  but  man  and  this  seen  world  of  his  are 
a  speck  in  the  infinitude  of  unseen  existence,  with 
the  laws  of  which  it  behoves  them  to  be  in  harmony. 
A  Monist  might  say,  that  this  was  no  solution  at  all ; 
and  doubtless  it  is  not  one  of  the  sort  that  he  expects 
and  demands.  It  does  not  gather  up  all  into  a  single 
term,  and  say — there — that  is  the  nature  of  exist 
ence  ;  but  it  shows  that  no  solution  of  that  sort  can 
be  given,  because  existence  is  known  not  by  direct 
but  by  reflective  perception,  not  by  any  perceived 
characteristic,  but  by  the  fact  that  we  perceive  cha 
racteristics  at  all.  It  shows  that  they  who  give  such 
solutions  have  mistaken  the  nature  of  the  enigma, 
and  for  that  reason  are  wrong  in  the  nature  of  the 
solution  to  be  expected.  It  places  us,  in  fact,  in  an 
infinite,  partially  known,  universe,  instead  of  in  a 
defined  and  therefore  finite  one. 
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This  seems  to   me   a  better   and  truer  kind  of     ^"x1/1 
Copernicanism  than  Kant's,  being  a  legitimate  deve-         ~ 
lopment,  in  philosophy,  of  Copernicus'  own  concep- 
tion,  the  true  position  of  the  earth  in  the  seen  world 
of  astronomy.     As  the  earth  to  the  solar  system,  and 
the  solar  system  to  the  starry  heavens,  so  the  seen  to 
the  unseen  world. 

The  function  of  reflection,  too,  has  its  analogue. 
The  observer's  position  must  always  be  on  the  earth, 
and  that  position  a  central  one,  although  the  earth  is 
not  the  centre  of  the  heavens.  The  astronomical 
observer  is  subjectively  the  centre  of  his  observed 
world,  and  cannot  escape  from  this  position.  So  also 
is  the  position  of  self-consciousness,  or  reflection,  in 
philosophy;  central,  not  to  be  escaped  from.  And 
from  this  position  the  philosopher  sees  more  than  the 
astronomer,  who  sweeps  the  visible  world  with  his 
telescope,  and  more  than  the  geometer,  who  measures 
space  beyond  the  reach  of  sight.  There  is  an  exist 
ence  which  only  reflection  can  perceive. 

In  pure  ethic  also  the  position  of  reflection  is 
central.  Moral  self-consciousness  is  what  is  known 
by  the  name  of  Conscience.  From  this  there  is  no 
possibility  of  escaping.  But  the  content  and  purport 
of  its  dicta,  from  man  to  man,  from  race  to  race,  are 
variable,  depending  on  varying  conditions,  according 
as  knowledge  changes,  and  the  objects  of  fear  and 
hope  are  variously  analysed  and  estimated.  The 
content  of  the  moral  law  must  be  continually  chang 
ing  ;  there  must  always  be  an  "  old  law"  to  be  de 
fied  and  abolished,  as  the  condition  of  advance  in 
moral  life;  but  the  reflective  power  which  consti 
tutes  moral  law  itself  is  unchanged  and  unchange 
able  ;  we  can  no  more  break  loose  from  it  than  the 
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Bc°HKxiL     astronomer  can  quit  the  earth  to  plant  his  telescope 
—        in  the  moon. 

The  aid  given 
by  Ethic. 


Concluding  §  ?•  ^  m7  reader  will  do  me  the  favour  of  open- 

irig  fa$  Coleridge's  Biograpliia  Literaria,  and  reading 
the  passage1  which  begins :  "  For  a  very  long  time 
indeed  I  could  not  reconcile  personality  with  infinity ; 
and  my  head  was  with  Spinoza,  though  my  whole 
heart  remained  with  Paul  and  John,"  down  to  the 
words  "  strange  anomalies  from  strange  and  unfortu 
nate  circumstances," — he  will  find  that  the  problem 
there  present  to  Coleridge  is  precisely  that  of  which 
a  solution  is  offered  in  the  present  Chapter,  the  only 
solution  known  to  me.  It  is  a  problem  of  what  I 
have  now  called  the  Constructive  Branch  of  Philo 
sophy.  And  the  solution  is  contained  in  the  word 
Reflection,  because  this  it  is  which  enables  us  to 
assign  a  content,  and  that  a  personal  content,  to  its 
objects,  yet  without  shutting  them  up  into  a  finite 
shape,  which  we  cannot  help  doing  if  we  employ  the 
direct  method  of  thought  and  perception.  Reflective 
perception  alone  combines  unlimitedriess  in  the  ob 
ject  with  selfness,  that  is,  personality. 

Of  course  I  am  far  from  saying  that  this  is  a 
solution  which  Coleridge  himself  would  have  ac 
cepted,  or  which  could  possibly  have  been  reached 
on  his  principles  of  analysis,  which  lead  him  to  rest 
in  a  distinction  of  faculties  as  an  ultimate  one.  We 
know  enough  besides  of  Coleridge's  system  to  be 
aware,  that  he  was  looking  for  a  solution  in  the 

1  Vol.  I.  Chap.  X.  p.  196-199.  ed.  1817.    And  Vol.  I.  Part  II. 
Chap.  X.  p.  205-208  in  the  annotated  edition  of  1847. 
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direction  of  Theosophy;  he  was  a  Theologian  more 
than  he  was  a  Philosopher.  But  all  this  does  not 
alter  the  fact,  that  Coleridge's  method  of  doubting, 
his  way  of  posing  the  problem,  was  the  true  way, 
being  the  most  searching  of  any.  This  it  was  which 
dominated  the  whole  train  of  my  thought,  in  aiming 
at  a  solution  of  the  great  problems  of  philosophy. 
My  intellect,  he  says,  was  with  Spinoza,  my  heart 
with  Paul  and  John ;  and  it  was  the  heart  which 
made  him  a  theologian.  The  point,  then,  which 
forced  itself  upon  my  attention  was  this :  That  which 
hinders  philosophical  theories,  otherwise  satisfac 
tory,  from  being  true,  the  respect  in  which  they 
fail  of  truth,  is,  that  they  do  not  harmonise  the  phe 
nomena  presented  by  the  heart,  that  is,  the  emotions, 
with  the  phenomena  presented  by  the  intellect.  Thus 
there  arises  a  discord  in  the  theories,  which  is  not  in 
nature.  The  facts,  then,  must  be  re-examined  with  this 
discrepancy  in  view.  This  was  the  dominating  prin 
ciple  of  investigation  which  I  learnt  from  Coleridge. 

Here  then  I  bring  to  a  close  the  present  work, 
and  with  it  the  series  of  which  "  Time  and  Space" 
and  "The  Theory  of  Practice"  are  the  first  and  second 
members.  I  have  endeavoured  to  show  the  necessity 
of  philosophy  as  a  distinct  branch  of  knowledge,  if 
we  would  systematise  all  kinds  of  knowledge,  pos 
sible  as  well  as  actual,  in  a  manner  capable  of  ex 
cluding  intellectual  and  moral  anarchy.  A  system 
is  necessary  for  this  purpose  because,  the  moment 
any  possible  kind  of  knowledge  is  left  unplaced,  its 
cultivators  become  a  schismatic  sect.  And  the  sys 
tem  must  be  philosophical,  because  no  merely  scien 
tific  one  can  embrace  all  kinds  of  knowledge,  leaving 
none  unplaced. 
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BOOK  in.  The  means  by  which  I  have  endeavoured  to  show 

-y        this  have  been  by  giving,  in  the  first  place,  a  definite 

Concluding     picture  of  the  relation  borne  by  philosophy  to  the 

remarks.  "     .       ,          ,        , 

various  sciences,  and  secondly,  an  articulated  scheme 
of  philosophy  itself,  its  method,  its  content,  its  divi 
sions,  and  their  concatenation. 

I  take  up  no  position  hostile  to  any  special  sci 
ence,  but  on  the  contrary  maintain  that  the  truths 
which  are  discovered  in  any  science  take  rank  at 
once  among  the  data  of  philosophy,  among  the  facts 
to  which  philosophy  must  conform.  Nee  mihi  res 
sed  me  rebus  subjungere  con  or. 

I  take  up  no  position  hostile  to  religion,  nor  yet 
to  traditional  creeds,  except  in  cases  where  their 
partisans  attempt  to  impose  them  as  philosophical 
truths,  without  other  than  traditional  support.  Creed- 
holders  attempt  to  make  their  creed  the  intellectual 
basis  of  religion ;  philosophy  discovers  that  religion 
has  a  basis  firmer  and  deeper  than  a  creed. 

To  inveterate  specialists  in  religion,  bent  on  mak 
ing  their  own  creed  into  a  philosophy,  and  to  inve 
terate  specialists  in  science,  bent  on  having  no  philo 
sophy  at  all,  these  pages  are  not  addressed.  They 
are  addressed  to  those  who  are  at  least  open  to  the 
conviction,  that  philosophy  has  a  legitimate  and 
necessary  function  of  its  own,  a  history  which  deter 
mines  its  present  state,  and  problems  which  in  the 
future  it  may  expect  to  solve.  They  have  accord 
ingly  attempted  to  determine  its  general  functions, 
its  present  state,  and  its  future  problems,  with 
greater  accuracy;  and  in  so  doing  to  give  greater 
defmiteness  to  the  conception  of  philosophy  itself. 

The   central  point  of  the  whole   system   is   the 
same  with  the  central  point  in  all  knowledge, — the 
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phenomenal  fact  of  reflection.  It  is  in  consequence 
of  this  fact,  which  becomes  its  principle,  that  philo 
sophy  exists  at  all,  distinct  from  science.  The 
gradual  emerging  of  this  principle  into  clearer  and 
clearer  light,  its  being  grasped  with  greater  distinct 
ness  by  successive  philosophers,  is  the  key  to  the 
history  of  philosophy.  What  distinguishes  the  pre 
sent  system  is,  that  it  grasps  this  principle  more 
distinctly  than  ever  before,  applies  it  more  syste 
matically,  perceives  more  clearly  that  it  is  the  vital 
principle  of  philosophy.  The  history  and  the  theory 
of  philosophy,  the  theory  and  the  application  of  it, 
are  three  things  inseparably  interdependent.  This, 
too,  is  a  consequence  of  the  principle  of  reflection. 


SUMMA 

(ADDED  IN  PASSING  THROUGH  THE  PRESS). 

1.  The  death  of  Force  as  an  entity  is  the  birth  of  the 

Unseen  World,  as  condition  of  the  seen  or  ma 
terial  world. 

2.  Before  Reflection,  the  is  of  judgment  is  the  is  of 

the  Copula;  in  reflection  first,  and  then  in  its 
derivatives,  it  becomes  the  is  of  Existence. 

3.  The  Existence  which  is  knowable  by  Science  is  the 

Vestibule,  to  which  primary  consciousness  is  the 
Porch,  and  unseen  phenomena  the  Temple,  It 
is  reflection  by  which  these  two  additions  are 
made  to  ordinary  Experience. 

4.  Scholastics  say  first,  There  is  an  all-perfect  Being, 

and  then,  We  can  love  him  with  all  the  heart 
and  mind.  I  reverse  this  order.  I  say  first, 
We  can  love  with  our  whole  heart  and  mind, 
and  then,  The  object  of  this  love  is  GOD. 
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ii.  127. 

Clumping,    Clumped    object,    i.    225. 
227. 

ii.  6.  25.  32.  39-40.  43.  46.  (in  globo) 
195-6.  212. 
Coalescence  (of  images  in  thought),  i. 

332.  334-5.  353  et  seqq.  ;M>. 
Codification  (of  laws  or  nature),  i.  36. 
Co-existence,  i.  250  et  seqq.  433.  439. 

ii.  15  6.  17.  59-60.  165-8. 
Co-existent,  i.  297-300. 

ii.  165-8. 
Co-extensive,  i.  128.  310.  363. 

ii.  23.  46.  228-9.  237.  266. 
Cogito  ergo  sum,  i.  5.  62.  140. 

ii.  182. 186-7. 
Cognition,  i.  228.  230.  233  et  seqq.  242 

et  seqq. 

ii.   23.   81.   99.   305-7.  177-9.  180-1. 

196-7.   198-206.   207-8.    20912.   214. 

215.  245-6.  248-53. 

real  cognition,  i.  246. 

ii.  123. 

Cognition-principle,  i.  69. 
Cognition-theory,  i.  5.  68  et  seqq. 

ii.  180-1. 
COLERIDGE,  i.  18-22.  58. 

ii.  85.  288-9. 

Collection  (of  objects),  i.  328. 
Collective  terms,  i.  322.  337.  341-2.  343 

et  aeqq.  355. 

COLLTKS  SIMON  (T),  i.  15. 
Combination,  i.  236-7.  259.  336.  o46-7. 

ii.  15-6.  19.  44.  73-4.  78.  79-80.  88. 

145.   161.   167-9.   207.   2201.  227-8. 

250.  263.  265  6. 
Comparison,  i.  375-6. 

ii.  114.  138. 

Completing,  Completion,  ii.  264.  273. 
Comprehension  (of  concepts),  i.  322  et 

seqq.  (defined)  322.  337.  341.  343  et 

seqq.  355. 

ii.  243. 
COMTE  (A),  i.  16.  36. 

ii.  284. 

Comtis's,  i.  23. 
Conation,  Conative,  i.  377. 

ii.  209.  246-50. 

Conceivability,  ii.  80.  163.  168. 
Conception,  i.  107. 126.  159  et  seqq.  168. 

181.  182  et  seqq.  196.  288  et  seqq.  305 

et  seqq.  366.  369.  379-80.  397.  436. 

ii    3  et  seqq.  14  5.  16  8.  82  et  seqq. 

121   133.  165.  197.  206.  229.  246.  249- 

50.  251-3. 

reflective  conception.  See  Reflection. 
Concepts,  i.  80.  126  et  seqq.  158.  183. 


206.  294  et  seqq.  297  d  seqq.  (defined) 
seqq  330.  331  et  seqq. 
343.  353.  359-60.  376  et  seqq.  385  et 


301.  314.  321  et  seqq  330.  33 


seqq.  392.  435. 

ii  13.  14-5.  17-9.  20.  75.  82  et  seqq. 
92    95.  97.  102.  106.  111.  112.  145. 
162-3.  378-9.  188.  201-2.  205-6. 
limit-concept,  i.  180.  192. 
problematic  concept,  i.  180, 
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Conceptual  order,  i.  (piled  lints  of  a 

chain)  301  et  seqq.  305  et  seqq,  310. 

321  et  seqq.  329  et  seqq.  331  et  seqq. 

338  et  seqq   358-60.  361  et  seqq.  (de 
nned)  375.  386.  393.  422. 

ii.  17-9.  75.  76.  81.  106-7.  113.  119. 

132.  136.  152. 
Conceptual  redintegration.      See  Ke- 

dintegration  (voluntary). 
Conceptualism,  i.  65.  312.  318. 

ii.  59. 
Concrete,  i.  232.  387  et  seqq.  424.  429- 

30. 

ii.  7. 19.  22.  60.  69.  86. 104.  140.  203. 

245.  (and  unanalysed)  270. 
Concreteness,  i.  125.  385. 

ii.  7. 
Condition,  i.  68.    118.  163.  177.  228. 

232-3.  275.  276  et  seqq.  285.  290.  300. 

334.  335.  410  et  seqq.  419.  432. 

ii.  3  et  seqq.  19.  22  et  seqq.  26  et  seqq. 

34.  40  et  seqq.  46  et  seqq.  49  et  seqq. 

55-8.  59  et  seqq.  64-5.  68-9.  70-5.  76-8. 

79-80.  82.  86.  109  et  seqq.  115-6.  140. 

(variable   and   invariable  conditions 

of  phenomena)  150-2.  158. 167-9.  228. 

231.  256.  258. 266.  272.274-5. 276.  285. 

limiting,  negative,  sine  qua  non,  i. 

129.  314. 

ii.  123.  174.  231.  259.  285. 

are  time  and  place  conditions  of  phe 
nomena?  ii.  126-9. 
Conditions  essendi,   existendi.  cognos- 

cendi,  i.  52.  61.  71.  119.  229.  231-2. 

340.  371.  386.  407-8.  417.  419. 

ii.  26.  64-5.  71.  76-8.  79-80.  82.  86. 

110-1.  112.  127-32.  134. 142  146.  158. 

161  164. 186. 194. 223-4. 258. 274. 277. 
Conditionally  impossible,  i.  417.  419. 
Conditionally  necessary,  i.  417  et  seqq. 

421.  422  tt  seqq.  440. 
Configuration  of  space,  i.  39.  378. 

ii.  116. 
Connotation,   i.  9.   134-6.  147-8.   169 

199.  306.     See  Denotation. 
Conscience,  i.  95.  174. 

ii.  155.  231-2.  281-2.  287. 
Consciousness,  i.  42.  45.  48.  100.  111. 

151.  159.   168.  188.  200.  214-5.  223. 

225.  229.  233  et  seqq.  248  et  seqq.  255. 

275  et  seqq.  288  et  seqq.  317.  371-2. 

399.  417-8.  425-6. 

ii.  14  et  seqq.  22.  38.  43  et  seqq.  47  et 

seqq.  59  et  seqq.  64-5.  68.  69-72.  76-8. 

83.  116.  163.  243.  245-50.  264.  266. 

273-4. 

beginning  of.     See  Beginning. 

connection  with  physical  matter,  i. 

177. 

ii.  31.  53.  264.  266. 

connection  with  nervous  organism, 

i.  90. 

ii.  47-8.  55-8.  116.  167.  168.  264. 

does   it   qua  consciousness   help   to 

determine  action?  ii.  57-8. 

how  it  may  be  pictured,  i.  440, 

ii.  78.  159-60.  167. 


inability  of,  i.  418. 
Consciousness— its  piimary,  reflective, 

and  direct  modes,  i.  100.  107  et  seqq. 

114  et  seqq.  118  et  seqq.  126  et  seqq. 

156.  159.  160.  213-4.  223.  224.  228  et 

seqq.  233  et  seqq.  248  et  seqq.  288  et 

seqq.  295  et  seqq.  297  et  seqq.  308  et 

seqq.  321.  335.  361  et  seqq.  366.  370. 

414.  427. 

ii.  37.  38-9.  68.  98.  239. 
Consequent : 

in  logic,  i.  333-4. 

in  order  of  existence,  ii.  49.  56.  61-4. 

230.  263.  281. 
Construction  : 

of  concepts,  i.  392.  405.  410.  412.  433. 

ii.  118. 

of  space,  i.  269. 

ii.  114-5. 
Constructive  Branch  of  philosophy,  i. 

1.  6.  8.  76  et  seqq.  184.  185.  187.  199. 

213.  221-2.  227.  371-2.  373. 

ii.  64.  67.  79-80. 166-7. 171.  233.  235-6. 

241.  243-5.    252.   254-7.  259  et  seqq. 

269-71.  272.  282-3.  285 

its  problems,  i.  81.  221-2.  441. 

ii.  31.  79-80. 169-70.  233  et  seqq.  257-8. 

259.  264.  267.  271.  288. 
Constructive  principles,  i.  77.  185. 

ii.  259-60. 

in  eight  systems  named,  i.  77. 

See    Construction — of  concepts,    of 

space. 
Content  of  states  of  consciousness,  i. 

128.  300.  332.  375-6.  378  et  seqq.  381 

et  seqq.  385  et  seqq.  387  et  seqq.  393  et 

seqq.  403-4.  415.  423-4.  434. 

ii.  22.  63.  103.  116.  127.  136  et  seqq. 

140  et  seqq.  152-3.  160.  163-70.  178. 

180.  202.  213.  220-1.  245.  252-3.  259. 

261.  277-8.  287. 
Contingence,  i.  12.  243  et  seqq.  367-8. 

418. 

ii.  112-3.  156  8. 
Contingent,  i.  247.  367-8.  370-1.  414  et 

seqq.  430-1. 

ii.  112-3.  156-8.  203.  252. 
Continuity,  i.  39.  43.  126.  161.  186.  202. 

250  et  seqq.  275  et  seqq.  285.  404.  436-7. 

439. 

ii.  16.  82-8.  92  el  seqq.  98. 116.  219-21. 

254.  2E9.  280. 

material    continuity,   ii.  259.  261-3. 

273.  276. 
Contradiction  : 

moment  of,  i.  397-8.  405.  423  et  seqq. 

postulate  of,  i.  377  et  seqq.  381  etseqq. 

427. 

ii.  134. 

principle  of.  i.  46.  161.  200.  212.  231. 

359.  368.  376  et  seqq.  379  et  seqq.  385 

et  seqq.  387  et  seqq.  391  etseqq.  397-8. 

403.  412.  414  et  seqq.  422  et  seqq.  426 

et  seqq.  435. 

ii.  32.  60.  75.  97.  111.  147.  173.  252-3. 
Contradictions,  i.  188.  198.  238.  277. 

393.  396.  428-30. 
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ii.  44-5.  69.  81  et  seqq.  89  ct  seqq.  117. 

131.  154.  161.  228-9.  247. 
Contradictory: 

propositions,  i.  382  et  seqq.  385  et 

seqq.  387  et  seqq.  413. 

ii.  216. 

terms,  i.  359.  379.  381  et  aeqq.  385  et 

seqq.  387  et  seqq.  413. 

ii.  82-3.  93.  96. 

determinations.  See  Contrary  terms. 
Contrary: 

propositions,  i.  388  et  seqq. 

terms,  i.  368-9.  379.  381.  383-4.  388 

et  seqq.  392  et  seqq.  396  et  seqq.  (list 

and  classification)  400-1.  403  et  seqq. 

413.  417-8.  425  et  seqq.  428-30. 

ii.  82-3.  93.  95  6.  97-9.  114.  118. 
Contrary  alternatives,  i.  416. 
Contrast,    Contrasted    terms,    i.    388. 

394  et  seqq.  398-400.  412.  431. 
Conversion  of  propositions,  i.  337. 
Convertible : 

propositions,  i.  128. 

terms,  i.  128.  329.  340.  353  et  seqq. 

363.  365. 

ii.  20-1.  38-9. 
Copernicanism  (Kant's  in  philosophy), 

i.  229. 

ii.  287-8. 
Copula,  i.  332.  337.  352.  353  et  seqq. 

364.  376.  378.  385-6.  389  et  seqq.  396. 
ii.  137.  250. 

Correlatives,  i.  199.  200. 

ii.  228-9. 
Creation  ex  nihilo,  ii.  108.  130-1.  155. 

225-7.  228-31.  284. 
Creative,  i.  224. 

ii.  279. 
Creator,  ii.  193.  195.  209-10.  224-7.  228- 

31.  271.  279.  284-5. 
Creed.,  ii.  230.  278.  280-1.  290. 
Criterion,  i.  153.  261  et  seqq.  282.  342- 

3.  389. 

ii.  39.  140  et  seqq.  149.  208.  223. 
Critic,  i.  17. 

Critic  of  Pure  Reason,  i.  17. 
Critical : 

method,  i.  212.  214. 

philosophy,  i.  18.  157.  172. 
Crux  (the  ( lamp'  crux  answered),  ii.  26. 
Curiosity,  ii.  23. 
CUSANUS  (Nio.  CARD.),  i.  319. 
CZOLBE  (H),  i.  151. 


D 

DANTE,  ii.  154. 

Data,  i.  233  et  seqq.  249  et  seqq.  257  et 

seqq.  267. 

ii.  99.  114-5.  199.  239.  290. 
Deduction,  i.  347-8. 

ii.  119-20. 
De  facto,  i.  247. 

ii.  52. 
Definition,  i.  27.  39.  149.  219.  226.  323 

et  seqq.  (defined)  325.  3b9  et  seqq.  353. 

366.  407.  428.  431. 


ii.  7.  8.  20.  68.  114-5.  213.  217.  258. 

280.     See  Distinctions. 
DELBOJUF  (J),  i.  256.  259. 

ii.  244. 

Demiurge,  ii.  279-80. 
Demonstration,  i.  (nature  of  conclusive 

power)  155.  182.  220-1.  339-40.  377-8. 

410.  427. 

ii.  118-9.  122.  146.  151-2.  261.  279. 

See  Proof. 

DK  MORGAN  (A),  i.  317.  355. 
Denotation,  i.  9,  134-6.  147-8.  169.  234. 

219.  268.  306. 

ii.  114.  148.     See  Connotation. 
Dependence,  i.  52.  334. 

ii.  42-3.  44.  45.  59-61.  72.  82.  118. 

166.  171.  226. 
DE  QOINCEY,  i.  18. 
DESCARTES,  i.  5.  62.  140. 

ii.  182.  186-7. 
Description,  ii.  114. 
Desire,  i.  151. 

ii.  277. 

Determinability,  i.  17.  246.  272.  393. 
Determinate,  Determine,  i.  79.  323  et 

seqq.  334-5.  386-7,  387  et  seqq.  391  et 

seqq.  429. 

ii.  57.  134.  156-8. 
Determinations,  i.  328.   334-5.  386-7. 

387  et  seqq.  391  et  seqq.  401.  404  et 

seqq.  409-10.  417-8.  425  428-9. 

ii.  10.  13.  14.  83.  92.  94.  95.  96-8. 

145. 

Development,  ii.  273-4. 
5<«/££<r<?,  i.  339. 
Dialectic,  i.  161.  338. 

lia.crr-r,/j.ae.,  ii.  140. 

Dictum  de  omni  et  nulh,  ii.  101. 

Difference,  i.  251.  296  et  seqq.  379-80. 
412. 

ii.  21.   106.  109.  127-8.  130.  140  et 
seqq.  146.  149.  151.  165-70.  261. 
of  degree  and  of  kind,  i.  270-1. 
ii.  146.  165.  241.  257.  270-1. 
of  kind  and  of  number,  i.  274. 
ii.  141.  142. 165.  199.  202. 

Different,  i.  248  et  seqq.  262  et  seqq. 
273  et  seqq.  289  et  seqq.  332.  379-80. 
393. 

ii.  7.  16.  82.  106.  109.  116.  140  et 
seqq.  145  6.  159.  165.  200.  202. 

Differentia,  i.  325  et  seqq.  389.  394.  413. 
ii.  10.  12. 

Difficulties  (constitute  modern  Scholas 
ticism),  ii.  176.  192.  207.  224. 

Dingansich.  See  Things-in- them 
selves. 

Direct  consciousness,  perception,  &c., 
i.  49.  67.  79.  104.  107.  113.  138.  141. 
153  et  seqq.  214.  227.  240.  295.  298  et 
seqq.  321.  335-6. 

ii.  36-7.  68.  70.  97-8.  171.  173.  177. 
179.  195-6.  211-3.  227-8.  235-6.  240. 
242.  259.  263.  272.  277.  285-6.  288. 
See  Consciousness,  piimary,  reflec 
tive,  and  direct. 

Direct  mode  of  philosophising,  i.  152. 
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163.  207.  227.  232.  234  et  scqq.  240  et    \ 

seqq.  295.  298  et  seqq.  335-6.  358. 

ii.  53-5.  70.  97-8.  177-9.  182.   195-6. 

211-3.  222.   227-8.   235-6.    240.   242. 

288. 
Direction  : 

in  redintegration,  i.  280-2.  405. 

in  space  and  in  time,  i.  80.  282.  403. 

405-6. 

ii.  80.  274-5.  276. 
Discontinuity,  i.  39.  43. 

ii.  263. 
Discreteness,  i.  126.  161.  275  et  seqq. 

379.  404. 

ii.  92  et  seqq.  98.  219-21. 
Distinction  of  Inseparables,  i.   8.  20. 

54.  61.  70.  115.  144.  228  et  seqq.  233 

et  seqq.  241  et  seqq.  250  et  seqq.  255. 

260.  263.  269.  275.  356.  397-8.  405. 

433. 

ii.  22.   33-5.  65.  99.  113.   122.   145. 

166.  170.  226.  242.  245-53.  251-3.264. 

277-9. 
Distinctions,  i.  69.  167.  199.  230.  231. 

262.  294-5.  322.  354.  377.  391.  405. 

412.  433. 

ii.  3  et  seqq.  14.  32.  64-5.  71.  74.  76. 

81.  99.  123.  163. 171.  209.  235-6.  242. 

248-9.  251.  260-1.  271. 

their  use  and  property,  i.  8. 
Distinctions    and    Definitions,    i.    27. 

149. 
Divisibility,  i.  270.  396-9.  403. 

ii.  80.  82-8.  88  et  seqq.  107.  148-9. 

243-4.  262. 

Dogma,  ii.  230-1.  278. 
Doubt  (actual  and  methodic),  ii.  193-5. 

210.  289. 
Dreams,  i.  262.  265.  281-2.  308.  379-80. 

ii.  105.  121. 
Duifs  SCOTUS  (J),  i.  310.  312.  313  et 

seqq.  360. 
Duration,   i.  250  et  seqq.  258  et  seqq. 

269  et  seqq.  367.  436. 

ii.  81-3.  135.  148.  164  et  seqq.  240. 

243-4.  258.  275. 
Dyadism,  ii.  40. 
Dynamic,   i.  163  et  seqq.  289  et  seqq. 

300.  370-1. 

ii.  5.  68.  75.  82  et  seqq.   109.  122. 

249-50.  275. 

dynamic,    static,   and    statico-dyna- 

inic  properties.     See  Properties. 
duvtipti,  Uvapts.    See  Potential. 

E 

Education,  i.  24. 
Efficiency.     See  Causality. 
Efficient.     See  Cause. 
Effort,  i.  151.  292  et  seqq. 

ii.  252-3. 
Ego,  i.  51.  72.  113.  148. 163.  225.  290  et 

seqq 

ii.  32. 

absolute  ego,  i.  211.  231. 

ii.  32. 


world-ego,  ii.  32. 
ELEATICS  (THE),  i.  440. 

ii.  80-1.  83-8. 

Element  (in  consciousness  and  pheno 
mena),  i.  43.  67.  135.  161.  206.  228  et 

seqq.  267.  269-70.  271-2.  273  et  seqq. 

395.  397-8. 

ii.  3-5.  6-7.  8-10. 12-4. 19-20. 21  etseqq. 

34-7.  40.  54.   60.  68.  69.  79-80.  86. 

113.  118.  122.  135.  141  et  seqq.  145. 

189.  195.  263. 
Elements  (formal  and  material),  i.  135. 

161.  228  et  seqq.  267.  269-70.  271-2. 

273  et  seqq.  313  et  seqq.  395.  397-8. 

399.  401-2.  404.  433. 

ii.  6-7.  8-10.  12-4.  19-20.  21  et  seqq. 

118.    145.  164.    189.    190.   242.  249. 

250-1.  259.  264. 

space  and  time  elements,  i.  43.  67. 

161.  228  et  seqq.  267  et  seqq.  269-70. 

277  et  seqq.  397-8. 

ii.  6-7.  8-10.  12-4.  19-20.  21  et  seqq. 

242-4.  249. 
Emotion,  i.  95.  146.  151.  262  et  seqq. 

305. 

ii.  14.  63.  77.  155.  250-1  note.  273-9. 

289. 

reflective  emotion,  ii.  277-9. 
Empirical,  i.  182.  221.  232-3.  246.  252. 

253.  255.  261  et  seqq.  273  et  seqq.  395 

ii.  6-9.  19.  54.  60.  70.  82  et  seqq.  113. 

163.  206.  210.  261.  264. 
Empirical    present   (past,    future),   i. 

261  et  seqq.  273  et  seqq.  367  et  seqq. 

ii.  163-70. 

Empiricism,  i.  5.  432. 
ivi^ita,.     See  Potential. 
Energy  (potential  and  kinetic),  i.  37  et 

seqq.  44. 
Ens  imaginarium,  i.  268  et  seqq.  272. 

ii.  163. 

Entia  rationis,  i.  205. 
Entities  (made  of  abstractions),  i.  92-3. 

125.  134.  206.  267.  437. 

ii.  6.  8.  113.  157.  193.  229.  242.  258. 

265.  283-4.  285. 
Environment,  i.  264.  283. 

ii.  49.  71-4. 
Equality,  i.  353  et  seqq.  364  et  seqq. 

ii.  107.  113-4. 
Equivalence,  i.  356.  363  et  seqq. 

ii.  21.  123-4. 

Empfindung.    See  Sensation ;  Sensibi 
lity. 

'vTM-yuyri.    See  Induction. 
Erfahrung.    See  Experience. 
ERIGENA  (JOHANNES  SCOTUS),  i.  139. 

358.  360. 

ii.  202. 

JErkenntnisstheorie.    See  Cognition-the 
ory. 
Esse  means  Percipi,  1.  49,  70.  73. 165. 

ii.  26.  38-40.  187.  (including  concipi) 

238-9.  256.  257. 

does  not  mean  pcrciperc,  ii.  38-40. 

187. 
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Essence,  1.  28.  229.  314.  839.  391. 

ii.   11-3.  78.  91.   178-9.   181-6.  193. 

201-2.  211-2.  214. 
Eternal  Being,  i.  408. 
Eternal  Now,  i.  371. 

ii.  87. 
Eternal  truths,  i.  143.  403. 

Ii.  168. 

Eternal  world,  ii.  231-2. 
Eternity,  ii.  87.  113.  240.  275.  280-1. 
Ether,  ii.  263.  266.  267.  268-9. 
Ethic,  ii.  250.  271.  273  et  seqq.  (chief 

maxim  in  ethic)  282.  284. 
Euclid  s  postulate,  i.  269. 
Evidence.     See  Conditions  essendi,  <fcc. 
Evil,  i.  398. 

ii.  193.  251-3. 

Excluded  Middle  (principle  and  postu 
late),  i.  46.   377  et  seqq.  381  et  scqq. 

398. 

Exclusive  (mutually),  i.  395-6. 
Exhaustive,  i.  289.  380.  391.  396  et  seqq. 

403.  428-9.  435. 

ii.  68.  82-8.  132.  151. 
Existence,  i.  28.  47.  49.  69.  72.  112. 

164  et  seqq.  182.  200.  206.  223.  314. 

326.   3678.   370-1.  418.   425-6.   435. 

438-41. 

ii.  26.  29-30.  38-40.  53-5.  68.  75.  77-8. 

102.    112-3.  131.  133-4.  (pictured  as 

mosaic  floor)  159-60.  163-70.  177. 180. 

184-9. 204.  216-8.  237-8.  242-5.  251-3. 

256-8.  264. 

Existence  absolute.     See  Absolute. 
Existence  true  and  untrue,  i.  199-200. 
Existential,  ii.  12. 
Existents,  i.  48.  207.  208.  230.  321  et 

seqq.  328.  334.  367-8.  382  et  seqq.  385. 

388.  392  et  seqq.  400-2.  414  et  seqq.  418. 

436. 

ii.  10-3.  19.  22.  27  et  seqq.  34-40.  53. 

54.  76-8.  163.  177-9.  183.  191-2.  195. 

214.  226.  242.  267.  275.  286. 
Expectance,  Expectation,  ii. 251-3. 262. 
Expectant  (opp.  to  actual),  i.  294.  309. 

334.  376.  385. 
Experience,  i.   220-1.  242  et  seqq.  259. 

267.  282.  337.  371-2.  397.  409.  434. 

ii.  6-7.  16.  38.  39.  44.  100.  104.  105. 

113.  118.  144.  147.  162.  216. 
Extension  (of  concepts),  i.  308  et  seqq. 

321  et  seqq.  (denned)  322.  337.  338  et 
seqq.  363. 

ii.  7.  13.  20.  69.  162.  243. 
Extension  (of  space).     See  Space. 


Facets,  i.  7.  420. 
Factors,  i.  104. 

ii.  23-5.  36.  41.  47.  50.  52.  54. 
Facts  (of  consciousness),  i.    10.  233  et 

n.  246.  378.  404.  434. 
8.  99.  103.  113.  157.  247-8.  251. 
290-1 

matters  of  fact,  i.  297  et  seqq.  307. 
340.  360.  370-1.  404.  409. 


it.  44.  100-1.  103.  104.  138. 
Faculties,  i.  63.    68.   100-1.   150.  224. 

230.  234  et  seqq.  248.  277.  434. 

ii.  111.  157.  205.  210.  211.  212.  247- 

50.  288. 
Fallacies,  i.  8.  113.  150,  175.  232-3.  427. 

ii.  27.  32.  83-8.  89.  98.  99.  154.  158. 

161-2.  176.  197.  227. 
Fatalism,  ii.  158. 
FECHNER  (G.  TH),  i.  83. 

ii.  27-8.  35.  142.  147.  266-7. 
Feeling,  i.  114.  118.  122.  151.  161.  172. 

206.  248  et  seqq.  269  et  seqq.  289  et 

seqq.    292    et    seqq.    395.    398.  404. 

412. 

ii.  6-7.  22.  25.  40  et  seqq.  51  et  seqq. 

55.  69.  73-4.  116-7.    164.    171.    190. 

218-21.   233.   237-40.    242-3.   245-50. 

259.  264.  273-4. 

does  feeling,  as  such,  determine  ac 
tion?  ii.  57-8. 

signatuies  of  feeling.     See  Materia 

signata. 
FERRIER  (J.  F),  i.  103.  113.  436-7. 

ii.  5.  24.  36.  255-6. 
Ferrier's  Theorem,  i.  436-7.  439. 

ii.  5.  7. 
FIOHTE  (J.  G).  i.  17.  69.  72.  162.  210-2. 

230-1. 

ii.  32.  35.  126. 
Fictions,  i.  64.  198.  199.  235.  261.  399. 

403-4.  429. 

ii.  105.  131.  179.  221.  278-9. 
Fictive,  i.  305. 
Figure,  i.  39.  261.  269. 

ii.  17.  115.  243. 

figure  of  Syllogisms,  i.  337,  340.  341. 

346-7. 

figured  space,  i.  40.  268  et  seqq. 

ii.  114-5.  116.  243. 
Final  Cause.     See  Purpose. 
Finite,  i.  269.  408. 

ii.  85-6.  95.  98.  112.  195.  230.  255-6. 
279. 

FIORENTINO  (F),  1.  61-3. 
First  Cause.     See  Cause. 
First  intention.     See  Intention. 
FISCHER  (K),  i.  16.  210. 
Fixity  of  existence  in  time,  ii.  164-70. 
Flatus  rods,  i.  167.  184. 
Flux,  Flow,  of  percepts,  ii.  82  et  seqq. 
106-7    108.  135  et  seqq.  144.  146-8. 
152.  159-60.  161.  222. 
Fluxions.     See  Calculus. 
Flvinjr  Arrow  puzzle,  ii.  83-8. 
Force,  i.  40.  44.  134.  164.  206.  231.  267. 

ii.  6.  8.  29-30.  60.  70  et  seqq.  115.  228. 

263.  265-6.  270.  283. 
Foregone  conclusions,  i.  15.  238.  424. 

ii.  173-6.  230-1. 
Form,  i.  228  et  seqq.  236  et  seqq.  259  ct 

seqq.  265  et  seqq.  313  et  seqq.  328.  395. 

402.  412. 

ii.  139.  259.  264.  273. 
Form  of  thought,  i.  200.  221.  228  et 

seqq.  313  et  seqq.  375  et  seqq.  412. 
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ii.  10-3.  18.  107.  113.  137.  153.  252-3. 
Formalism,  i.  318. 

ii.  180. 
Former  and  Latter,  i.  250  et  seqq.  270. 

275.  403. 

ii.  42. 
Framework,  i.  261.  369.  403. 

ii.  121,  261.  273.  277-8. 
Freedom  (of  Will),  i.  11.  82.  222.  370-1. 

ii.  8.  125.  131.  154-8.  195.  225-6.  284. 
Frequency,  i.  284-6. 
Frustra  fit  per  plura  &c.  i.  296.  316. 
Frustra  quceritur  quomodo  &c.  i.  437. 

ii.  5. 
Function,  i.  126.  181.  184.  234  et  seqq 

338  et  seqq. 

ii.  83.  239.  243.  246-50. 

the  three  supposed  functions  of  con 

sciousness,  ii.  246-9. 
Future,  already  taken  pi  ace. 
Future,  present,  and  past. 


G 

General  : 

objects,  i.  297  et  seqq.  309  et  seqq. 

321  et  seqq.  348. 

ii.  10-3.  15.  119.  150-2. 

terms,  i.  147.  297  et  seqq.  306.  321  et 

seqq.  329-31.  348. 

ii.  10-3.  15.  52-3.  119.  163.  164.  206. 
Generality,  Generalisation,  i.  35.  168 

et  seqq.  206.  212.  259-60.  269.   295. 

304-5.  367.  378-9.  397. 

ii.  32.  59.  76.  79.  90.  97.  103.  105. 

120.  137.  158.  251.  256. 

generalised  psychology.    See  Psycho 
logy  (hypothetical). 
Genere,  Genere  et  numero.     See  Kind. 
Generic  Scale,  i.  324.  360.  366.  375. 
Genesis,  i.  70.  71.  101.  163.  184.  224. 

225  etseqq.  230.  266-7.  279.  290. 

ii.  5.  60-1.  67.  69.  72.  80.  88.  112-3. 

117.  188.  208.  209-10.  226.  257. 

first  in  genesis,  last  in  analysis,  and 

vice  versa.     See  Analysis. 

yivij  ran  xtx,r/ilyo£iMV,  1.   338  Ct  Seqq. 

ii.  11-3. 
•yiw  rSiv  OVTUV,  i.  338  et  seqq. 

ii.  10-3. 
Genus,  i.  325  et  seqq.  338  et  seqq.  389. 

395.  405.  409. 

ii.  9-13.  19.  52-3. 
Geometry.     See  Mathematic. 
Germany,  i.  63.  245.  358. 

ii.  26. 

GEBSON  (J.  CH),  i.  312.  319. 
*/VU^(A»  viyuv  and  O.TXM?,  ii.  119. 
God,  i.  81.  222.  371-2. 

ii.   180.  210.  223-7.  231.  255-7.  259. 

267.  271.  278-80.  (denned)  280.  283-4. 
Good,  i.  398. 

ii.  193.  251-3.  277. 
Grammar,  i.  330-1.  382. 
Gravitation,  i.  32. 
GREEN  (T.  H),  i.  59.  159. 
GROTE  (G),  i.  344-5. 


GROTE  (J),  i.  5. 

Ground.     See  Beal-principle. 

Group,  Grouping,  i.  296  et   seqq.  321 

et  seqq.  399.  400-2. 

ii.  70.  78.  115.  145. 


Habit,  i.  284-6. 

ii.  14.  100. 

Hcecceitas,  i  314  et  seqq. 
HAMILTON  (SiR  W),  i.  178.  337.  402. 

ii.  173. 

HARTLEY,  i.  59. 
HAUREAU  (B),  i.  139. 
Health  (of  organism),  i.  286-7. 
HEGEL  (G.  W.  F),  i.  8.  16.  17.  29.  74. 

77.  158  et  seqq.  161.  183-4.  196.  210-2. 

231-2.  323.  359-61.  382-5.  389. 

ii.  23.  32.  54.  60.  91-3.  95.  126.  147. 

(his  system  pictured)  171-3.  234. 

Hegelian   transformation   scene,   ii. 

54. 
HERBART  (J.  F),  i.  69.  71.  73.  121-5. 

149.  162.  210. 
Heredity,  i.  267.  397. 

ii.  100.  273. 

HERMES  (School  of),  ii.  194. 
Heterogeneous.    See  Difference ;  Kind. 
HIMTON  (J),  i.  296. 

ii.    271-3.    (my  obligations   to  him) 

272. 

Historical  method,  i.  11. 
History,  i.  93. 
History  of  Philosophy,  i.  31.  138.  245. 

311.  318  et  seqq.  360.  437-40. 

ii.  291. 

of  Logic,  i.  311. 
HOBBES,  i.  75. 
Hope,  ii.  252-3. 
How?    See  Questions. 
HUME,  i.  8.  11.  13.   17.  59.  161.  238  et 

seqq.  283.  307. 

ii.  161. 
HUXLEY  (T.  H),  i.  98. 

ii.  57. 
Hyperbole,  i.  408. 

ii.  229. 

Hypostasising  tendency,  i.  206. 
Hypothesis,  i.  35.  82.  95.  114.  185.  188. 

224.  254.  283.  304-5.  346.  351.  410  et 

seqq. 

ii.  31.  100-1. 104-5. 108. 118. 119. 144. 

157.  166.  167.  169. 177.  219.  256.  261. 
Hypothetical  necessity,  i.  333. 

ii.  108.  225-6. 
Hypothetical : 

psychology.     See  Psychology. 

Worlds,  i.  184. 


Ich,  Ich-an-sich.     See  Ego. 

Ich  denke.     See  Apperception. 

Ideal,    Ideals,    ii.  87.    108.   144.    214. 

231.  252.  271.  274-9.  283. 
Idealism,  i.  72.  123.  226. 
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ii.  31  et  seqq.  33  et  seqq.  54-5.  60. 

187. 

Ideally  perfect  intelligence.     See  In 
telligence. 
Identical : 

propositions,  i.  153.  3G4  et  seqq.  42o. 

ii.  126.  129.  137. 

terms,  i.  387. 

ii.  35.  137.  139.  224.    See  Proposi- 

tions. 

Identifying  contradictories,  i.  77.  183. 
Identity,  i.  353  et  seqq.  363  et  seqq. 

ii.  21.  33  et  seqq.  46.  49  et  seqq.  57-8. 

103-4.  106.  107.  113.  129.  137.  140  et 

seqq.  149.  226.  241. 

partial  identity,  ii.  137.  140  et  seqq. 

145-6.  150-3.  161. 
Identity  : 

postulate,  i.  377  et  seqq.  381  et  seqq. 

385  et  seqq. 

ii.  103-4.  108-9.  130.  134  et  seqq.  140 

et  seqq.  145-7. 

principle,  i.  46.  231.  356.  365.  385  et 

seqq.  387  et  seqq.  427. 

ii.  103-4.  129. 
Illusory  memory,  i.  276-7. 
Image,  Imagery,  i.   301   et   seqq.  307. 

322  et  seqq.  332.  334.  375.  386-7.  436. 

ii.  17.  75.  77.  191.  250-1  note.  273. 

277-8. 
Imaginary  : 

existence,  i.  50.  253  et  seqq.  407. 

ii.  228. 

quantities,  i.  200.  382. 
Imagination,  i.  168.  169.  172.  224.  237. 

253  et  seqq.  261  et  seqq.  270.  286. 

li.SV3.  634.  79-80.  149.  192.  201.  203. 
'  219.  228.  265.  273-4. 

active,    productive,   imagination,   i. 

303  et  seqq. 

poetic  imagination,  i.  305-6.  332. 

scientific  imagination,  i.  304  et  seqq. 

332.  346.  410-2. 

ii.  15.  114-5. 
Immaterial  substance,  i.  116.  372. 

ii.  186.  188-90.  247-9.  258.  285. 
Immediate : 

certainty,  i.  142.  144.  344. 

ii.  195.  216.  283. 

perception,  i.  108.  143.  344.  404. 

ii.  195.  216.  283. 
Immortality,  i.  81.  222. 

ii.  257-8.  264.  276.  281. 
Impenetrability.  See  Matter  (physical). 
Imperfection  of  Record,  i.  279-80. 

ii.  75. 
Impossible,  i.  416-9. 

ii.  131.  154.  159. 
Impossible  to  thought.     See  Possible 

to  thought ;  Inconceivability. 
Improbable,  Improbability.     See  Pro 
bable  ;  Probability. 
Improvement,  ii.  252  3. 
inaction,  i.  404. 

Incidental  circumstance,  i.  113.  176. 
ii.  15.  174. 


Inconceivability,  ii.  81.  131. 
"Inconceivability  of  the  negative,"  i. 

433-4. 
Indefinite,  i.  253. 

ii.  9. 

Indeterminate,  i.  79.  387.  424.  429. 
Indifference  (logical),  i.  424.  426. 
Indifferent    to,    Indifferently,  i.    376. 
377-8.  398-9. 
ii.  116.  120.  145.  251. 
Indiscernibilia.   See  Indistinguishable. 
Indistinguishable,  i.  274. 

ii.  140  et  seqq.  145-7. 
Individual,   i.   306.   313  et  seqq.  322. 
337. 

ii.  201-4.  206.  285. 
Individualisation,  i.  310.  313  et  seqq. 

ii.  162. 

Individualism,  i.  141. 
Individual's  consciousness,  i.  48-9. 108. 

115.  138.  168  et  seqq.  212.  226. 
Indivisible,  i.  253. 

ii.  85.  88.  95. 
Induction  : 

as  act  of  thought,  i.  343  et  seqq.  346 
et  seqq. 

as  method,  i.  278-9.  305.  341.  343  et 
seqq.  346  et  seqq.  432. 
ii.  15.  119-20.  153. 
Infallibility,  ii.  174-5.  211.  220.  230. 
Infancy : 

of  the  individual,  i.  48-9.  108.  115. 
138.  267.  295-6. 

of  the  race,  i.  115.  138.  267.  371. 
Inference,  i.  10.  175.  348  et  seqq. 

ii.  106.  215-6.  256-7.  283. 
Infinitesimal,  ii.  82  et  seqq.  148-9. 
Infinity,    Infinite,  i.  39.  43.  202.  375. 
408.  439.  441. 

ii  37.  82.  88  et  seqq.  94-9.  107.  112-3. 
147.  148.  168.  169-70.  229.  230.  257. 
266.  286.  288. 
Innate  ideas,  i.  183. 

ii.  188. 

Innervationsgcfiihl.     See  Sensation. 
Inseparable.     See   Distinction   of    in 
separables. 

Intellectual  intuition,  i.  67.  143.  152. 
156  et  seqq.  180.  254.  260. 
ii.  183.  197.  206. 
Intellectual  perception,  ii.  180. 
Intelligence  (ideally  perfect),  i.  441. 

ii.  1(53-70.  257.  274.  281-2. 
Intension   of  concepts,  i.  309  et  seqq. 
321  et  seqq.  (defined)  322.  338  et  seqq. 
343  et  seqq. 
ii.  20.  162.  243. 
Intensity,  i.  21.  257.  258.  292  et  seqq> 

ii.  277.  281-2. 

Intention  (marked  by  the  Postulates), 
i.  376. 

Intentions  (first  and   second),  i.  8-10. 

132    206.   251.   282.   306.   310.   317. 

329-31.  379-80.  417-8.  421. 

ii.  4.  157.  164. 
Interest,  i.  285-7.  297  et  seqq. 
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Intei  penetration,  i.  309. 

ii.  166. 
Intersection  of   concepts,  i.  310.  314. 

323.  325. 

ii.  13. 

Intra-philosophic,  i.  167. 
Intuition,  i.  181.  228  et  seqq.  254.  260. 

403. 

ii.  14.  157.  183.  215-27. 
ISIDOEE  (OF  SEVILLE),  i.  311. 


JACOBI  (F.  H),  i.  113.  162.  210-2. 

ii.  126. 

JEVONS  (W.  S),  i.  336.  351-2.  355-7. 
JONES  (E),  i.  101. 
Judgment,  i.  229.  352.  375-6. 

ii.  13-5.  102.  104.  137.  140.  144.  145. 

197. 
Judgments,  i.  128.  254.  333  et  seqq. 

ii.  121.  196.  215-23. 

affirmative,  i.  332.  353.  388-9. 

ii.  140. 

categorical,  i.  333.  353.  389. 

hypothetical,  i.  333. 

infinite  or  unlimited,  i.  390. 

negative,  i.  332.  333. 

"  of  consciousness  and  of  intuition," 

ii.  215-22. 

synthetic  and  analytic,  ii.  123.  129. 

131.  144. 

synthetic  a  priori,  i.  220. 

ii.  123-5.  129.  131-2. 


KANT,  i.  6.  8.  16.  17.  63.  70.  72.  73.  74. 
123.  177-81.  190  et  seqq.  196.  203.  209. 
et  seqq.  220-2.  228  et  seqq.  242  et  seqq. 
272.  307.  316  et  seqq.  392.  412. 
ii.  16. 18.  22-3.  80.  88-99. 105.  110-1. 
123-6.  188.  206.  235.  259.  271.  282-3. 
287. 

X<*6'   KVTK,    X«.60XOV,   XKT*  XOMTOS,    1.    339. 

xaStXov.     See  Universal. 

xaOoXev  &>?  xoiva.,  U.   10-1. 

xotra,  /u-tf/i  and  x*r«,  /atXy,  i.  271. 

xetrec.  <rvpptjB'vx«t.  See  Incidental  circum 
stance. 

Kind,  i.  173.  262.  271.  274.  292.  353. 
365.  399.  403. 

ii.  9-13.  132.  262.  266.  270-1. 
kind  and  degree,  i.  270-1. 
kind  and  number,  i.  274. 

Kinematic,  i.  38.  39. 

Kinetic  energy.     See  Energy. 

KLEUTGEN  (J),  ii.  180-215.  222.  227. 

KNAUEE  (G),  i.  383. 


LANGE  (F.  A),  i.  227. 

ii.  111. 
Language,  i.  112.  200.  251.  305-6.  308. 

329-31.  332.  380.  4056. 
LAROMIGUIERE,  i.  291. 
Latent  consciousness,  i.  250. 


Law,  i.  93.  186.  220.  259  60.  290.  370-1. 

ii.  155-7. 
Laws  of  Nature,  i.  180.  328.  339  etseqq. 

370-1.  432. 

ii.  112.  154.  159.  197.  203.  240.  254. 

261-3. 

of  consciousness,  i.  188. 

of  thought,  ii.  112.  140. 
Least  resistance  (line  of),  i.  296. 
LEIBNIZ,  i.  16.  63.  74.  77.  212.  245. 

ii.  26.  35.  110. 

Leibniz-Wolfian  philosophy,  ii.  206. 
LEWES  (G.  H),  i.  30.  83  et  seqq.  96  et 

seqq.  103  et  seqq.  127.  134-7. 140. 150. 

152-3.  155  etseqq.  189-207. 

ii.  24-5.  40-58.  61.  64.  126-30.  183. 
Liberty  the  supreme  law,  ii.  154. 
Limit : 

of  the  world  in  space  and  time.     See 

Antinomies. 

ideal  limit,  i.  310.  315.  323.  363. 

ii.  140.  145-7.  162-3. 
Limiting,  Limitation,  i.  306.  425-6. 

ii.  95.  227.  245.  252.  259. 
Limit-concept,  i.  180.  192.     And  see 

Condition. 
Line,  i.  403. 

ii.  114-5.  243. 
Literce  Humaniores,  i.  93. 
LOCKE,  i.  59.  66.  75. 130.  161.  239.  245. 

ii.  203. 
Logic,  Logical,  i.  17.  45.  147.  199.  232. 

238.  279.  284.  316  et  seqq.  325-7.  332. 

336.  338  et  seqq.  353  et  seqq.  377  et 

seqq.  391  et  seqq.  408.  410. 

ii.  10-3.  39.  44.  54.  74.  81.  85.  89.  111. 

120.  129.  144.  145-6.  147-8.  175.  210. 

215-6.  222.  239.  243. 
Logic  : 

applied,  objective,  i.  356.  412. 

ii.  39.  (space  the  logic  of  time)  164. 

formal,  i.  337.  338-43.  358.  378.  389- 

90.  412. 

ii.  39.  107. 

general,  i.  378.  412. 

method  based  upon  logic,  i.  354.  382. 

ii.  148.  239. 
Logic  of  Possibility,  i.  199.  422  et  seqq. 

426  et  seqq.  432. 

ii.  81. 
Longitudinal  view,  i.  370-1. 

ii.  135.  156.  159.  161.  285. 
LOTZE  (H),  ii.  30-1.  35. 
LUTHEB,  i.  213. 

M 

MACVICAR  (J.  G),  ii.  28-30.   35.   267- 

71. 
MAIMON  (SALOMON;,  i.  16.   211-3.  245- 

6.  272.  392-3. 

ii.  126. 

MAIN  (A),  i.  87. 
MANSEL  (H.  L),  i.  291.  331. 

ii.  173. 
Man's  place  in  the  universe,  ii.  286. 

And  see  Nature. 
'  Mark  of  a  mark,'  ii.  101. 
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Mass,  i.  37  et  seqq. 

ii.  115. 
Material  : 

continuity.     See  Continuity. 

element.     See  Element. 

two  meanings,  ii.  190.  191.    And  see 

Elements  formal  and  material. 

visible  and  tangible,  ii.  190. 191.  262- 

3. 

(visible  and  tangible)  world,  i.  279. 

ii.  31.  49  et  seqq.  115-8.  190.  240-5. 

362-3. 
Materialism,  i.  227. 

ii.  60.  61.  65-6. 
Materialist,  i.  226. 

ii.  234. 
Mathematic,  i.  38  et  seqq.  353  et  seqq. 

364  et  seqq.  378-9.  398.  403.  405.  411- 

12. 

ii.  85-8.  113-5.  223-7.  262.  264-5. 
Mathematical  object,  i.  246.  302.  378- 

9. 

ii.  85.  87.  225-7. 

mathematical  point,  i.  265. 

ii.  166. 

Mathematicising  logic,  i.  355  et  seqq. 
Matter  : 

metaphysical.     See  Elements  formal 

and  material. 

physical,  i.  38  et  seqq.  134.  206.  226  et 

seqq.  266.  302-3.  313  et  seqq. 

ii.  6.  12.  31.  49  et  seqq.  58-63.  70  et 

seqq.  99.  115-8.  167-9.  171.  188.  192. 

241.  243-5.  262-3.  265. 

its   solidity,   resistance,   impenetra 
bility,  and  motion,  ii.  58-63.  70-2.  75- 

8.    79-80.  115-7.  164-9.  243-5.  262-3. 

265-6. 

origin  in  space,  ii.  265-6. 

whether  all  matter  is  sentient,  i.  177. 

ii.  31.  53. 

materia  signata,  i.  313  et  seqq. 

ii.  25. 

MAURY  (A),  i.  282. 
Maxima  i.  295. 

ii.  68-9. 
Meaning,  i.  135. 148.  199.  205.  239.  264. 

274.  317.  357-8.  371.  385-6.  406.  417. 

436. 

ii.  8.  9.  26.  54.  134.  136-7.  146.  274. 
Measure,  i.  38  et  seqq.  257.  270.  295. 

353.  364  et  seqq.  379. 

ii.  86.  87-8.  148. 
Mechanic,  i.  37  et  seqq.  289.  296.  402. 

ii.  61.  243-4.  262. 

rational  mechanic,  i.  37  et  seqq. 

ii.  115-7.  243-4. 

Mechanism  (vital  mechanism  and  me 
chanic  mechanism),  ii.  57. 
Meditation,  i.  358. 
Memory,  i.  168.  169.  252  et  seqq.  261  et 

seqq.  273  et  seqq. 

ii.  157.  216-7. 

active,    recollecting,    hunting,    me 
mory,  i.  303  4.  305. 
Metalogic,  i.  358.  377. 
Metaphjsic,  Origin  of  name,  i.  4. 


Metaphygic,  Prejudice  against  it,  i.  3. 

165. 
Mettt  physic,    The     Analytic    part     of 

Philosophy,  i.  71.  89-91.  92-3.  94-5. 

98.  106.  133.  155.  162.  185.  211.  219. 

222.  225  et  seqq.  232.  256.  257  et  seqq. 

269  et  seqq.  272.  288.  316  et  seqq.  339. 

373-4.  377.  392.  441. 

ii.  5.  8.  11-2.  17.  19.  25-6.  31.  47  8. 

55.  57-8.  59  et  seqq.  64.  67-8. 73.  74-5. 

87.  111.  133. 153.  166-8. 195.  207.  235- 

6.  242.  244-5.  252.  254-5.  257-8.  260. 

261.  265.  269.  271.  284. 
Metaphysician,  i.  239.  338. 

ii.  153.  195.  210.  242.  266. 
Method,  i.  55-8.  88.  97-8. 114. 132. 133. 

137.  150.  155.  163-5.  166.  186.  199. 

205.  207.  234.  239.  242.  255.  275.  278- 

9.    295.    297-300.  303   et   seqq.   341. 

343.  346.  347-8.  354.  382.  403.  427. 

429.  432.  437.  440. 

ii.  3  et  seqq.  31  2.  54. 107. 109. 119-21. 

133.  171.  180.  195.  203.  205.  212.  221. 

222.  239-40.  242.  259-60.  274-5.  276. 

289-91. 
Middle  term  (in  Syllogisms),  i.  334.  339- 

40.  344.  352. 
MILL  (J.  S),  i.  59.  148.  254.  347.  348- 

51.  433-4. 

ii.  101. 
Mind,  i  51.  63.  101.  (defined)  226. 

ii.  27.  113.  177-8.  182.  192.  242.  257. 

284-5. 

absolute  mind.  i.  212. 

ii.  54.  92.  147.  255-7. 

extra  animam,    intra   animam.   ii. 

242. 
Minima  sensibilia,  i.  161.  248  et  seqq. 

273  et  seqq.  278  et  seqq.  289  et  seqq. 

ii.  17.  68-9.  85-8.  165. 
Miraculous  (the),  i.  186.  221. 

ii.  153-4.  158-9.  161-2.  230. 
Modals,  i.  49.  361  et  seqq.  368  et  seqq. 

392.  414  et  seqq.  421-2.  435.  441. 

ii.  3. 

Summa  genera  of,  i.  50. 
Monad,  i.  77.  212. 

ii.  26-7. 
Monism,  i.  206. 

ii.  40.  535.  285-6. 
Mood  (of  Syllogisms),  i.  337. 
Moral  : 

law,  truth,  &c.  ii.  195.  224-5.  231-2. 

274.  282-3.  287. 

nature  of  man,  ii.  271.  282  et  seqq. 

287. 

sciences,  i.  45  et  seqq.  93. 

value,  ii.  154.  193. 
!    potfy  in  Aristotle.     See  £*»?. 

Motion,  i.  38  et  seqq.  44.  134.  (defined) 

266.  402.  405. 

ii.  6-8.  40  et  seqq.  49  el  seqq.  58-63.  70 

et  seqq.  79-80.  81-8.  99.  115-7.  164-7U. 

243  4.  263. 

conceivability  of,  ii.  80.  81-8. 
Motives,  ii.  156  7. 

for  philosophising,  i.  93. 
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Movement,  i.  273.  296.  359.  361.  364. 

ii.  32.  84.  137.  243-4.  245  6.  249-50. 
Mutidns    sensibilis   et  intelliyibilis,    i. 

180. 198.  202.  204. 

ii.  85-6.  235-6.  271. 


N 

Name,  i.  251.  306.  329. 

ii.  20.  162-3. 

Nations  (life  and  decay  of),  i.  373-4. 
Nature,  or  Analysis,  i.  70.  71. 102. 134. 

173.  175.  225  et  seqq.  290.  432.  434. 

ii.  19.  59  et  seqq.  68.  78.  113.  197.  201. 

226-7.  245.  257.  263. 
Nature  : 

as  objective  aspect   of  thought,  ii. 

103.  144.  162-3.  180. 

course  of,  uniformity  of.     See  Uni 
formity. 

human  nature,  i.  214-5.  371-2.  373-4. 

ii.  175.  180.  185.  236.  252.  264.  271. 

278-9.  280.  282. 

laws  of.     See  Laws  of  nature. 

nalura  non  facit  saltum,  nonpatitur 

hiatum,  ii.  261. 

order  of,  i.  370-1.  375-6. 

ii.  162-3. 
Nature  and  History,  i.  6.  45.  71.  225  et 

seqq.  232.  266-7.  278.  279.  290.  372. 

ii.  5.  19.  42.  59  et  seqq.  67  et  seqq.  79- 

80.  81.  88.  99.  112-3.  117.  119.  162. 

226.  227-8.  245.  257.  274.  286. 
Necessary  existence,  i.  50.  339.  367-8. 

370-1.  409.  418  et  seqq.  422  et  seqq. 

435.  440. 

ii.  20.  69.  81.  113.  171.  233  et  seqq. 

237-40.  241.  245. 
Necessary  in  cognition,  i.  244  et  seqq. 

246  et  seqq.  378.  403.  422  et  seqq. 

ii.  20.  69.  81.  100-1.  103.  112-3.  122 

et  seqq.  145.  150-3.  223-7.  233  et  seqq. 

237-40.  241.  244-5.  257. 
Necessary  percepts,    i.   367-8.   414   et 

seqq. 
Necessary  to  thought,  i.  422  et  seqq. 

428-30. 
Necessary  (two  senses  of  the  term),  i. 

419. 
Necessity,  i.  232  et  seqq.  244  et  seqq. 

247.  370-1.  435.  439. 

ii.  100-1.  103.  105.  112.  150-3.  154-8. 

171.  256.  257.  284. 
Negative  : 

alternative.     See  Alternatives  of  a 

contradiction. 

condition.     See  Condition. 

judgment.     See  Judgments. 

terms,  i.  379.  381  et  seqq. 

ii.  277. 

Negativity.     See  Contradiction  (prin 
ciple). 
Neo-PJatonism,  i.  77.  360-1. 

ii.  6. 
Nerve  processes,  i.  56.  67. 140.  172.  253. 

262-3.  269  et  wqq.  276  et  seqq.  280  et 

seqq.  286-7.  293. 


ii.  17-8.  41  et  seqq.  47  et  seqq.  49  et 
seqq.  55-8.  61-3.  65.  71-4.  106-9. 
Nervous  organism,  i.  51.  140.  226.  262. 
264.  276  et  seqq.  283  et  seqq.  292  et 
seqq. 

ii.  17  8.  43  et  seqq.  47  et  seqq.  49  et 
seqq.  55-8.  71-4.  U6.  164.  166-9.  190- 

2.  247-9.  270. 
New: 

in  kind  and  in  time,  i.  261  et  seqq. 

ii.  (in  kind)  266.  273-4. 

new  created  thing,  ii.  130.  159. 

new  facts,  observations,  i.  350-2. 

ii.  133.  136.  139. 159-60. 
NEWMAN  (J.  H),  ii.  181.  195.  215. 
NEWTON,  i.  405. 

ii.  87-8.  115.  163-4. 
Nexus,  i.  8.  128.  160-1.  224.  225.  242 

et  seqq.  247.  256.  273  et  seqq.  301.  333-5. 

371.  391.  419.  435-7.  439. 

ii.  5.  93.  99.  258.  263.  273-4. 
Nihil  in  intc/lectu  &c.  i.  130. 
Nihilism,  i.  122. 
yct?v,  „.«*,  i.  139.  344.  345.  346. 

vo^ffif  yor,triMf,  i.   139. 

NOEL  ( HON.  R),  ii.  128-30. 
Nominalism,  i.  65.  197.  311  et  seqq.  318. 

322.  360. 

ii.  180. 
Non-Being,  Nothing,  i.  200.  360.  382- 

3.  388.  399.  415  et  seqq.  425-6. 
ii.  93.  98.  234. 

Not-necessary,   Not    always   existing, 

i.  415  et  seqq. 
Not  possible  to  be  or  not  to  be,  i.  415 


Noumena,  i.  125.  168  et  seqq.  179  et  seqq. 

198  et  seqq.  208  et  seqq.  440. 

ii.  81.  126.  132.  212-3. 

negative  and  positive,   i.   180.  181. 

192. 198. 

noumena  per  accidens,  i.  169.  181. 
Number.     See  Mathematic. 
Number  and  Kind.     See  Kind. 


O 

Object,  i.  42.  100.  106.  110.  113.  143. 

145.  171  et  seqq.  211.  229  et  seqq.  256. 

295  et  seqq.  298  et  seqq.  405. 

ii.  20.  33-5.  59.  98.  116.  125.  (ready 

known)  138.  217-8.  234-6.  255.  257. 

(of  religion)  278-9.  (of  reflection)  286. 

how  known  to  be  common  to  differ 
ent  individuals,  i.  143.  145. 

mental  objects,  i.  114.  118.  146.  302- 

3.  417-8. 

ii.  42.  278. 

objects  are  nearest  to  consciousness, 

wben  philosophising  begins,   i.  48. 

267. 

"  remote  object,"  i.  267. 

visible  and  tangible,  i.  301  et  seqq. 

405. 
Objective    aspect,    Objectivity.      See 

Aspects  subjective  and  objective. 
Objective  element,  ii.  22-3. 
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Objective  validity,  i.  141. 143. 145.  435. 
ii.  216.  217-8. 

OCKHAM  (WILLIAM  OP),  i.  75.  312.  315 
et  seqq.  319-21. 

Ockham's  Razor,  i.  316.  437. 

Old  and  new.     See  New. 

Omniscience,  ii.  139.  151. 

' 'One  and  All,"  ii.  34. 

"One  and  Many,"  i.  440. 

Oneness,  ii.  137-8. 140-1. 143-4. 145. 151. 
159. 

Ontology,  i.  4.  6.  8.  76  et  seqq.  89.  93. 
138.  184.  232. 
ii.  6.  12.  18.  34.  37.  39-40.  255.  263. 

Operari  sequitur  esse,  ii.  210. 

Opinion,  i.  438-40. 

Opposition  : 

of  propositions,  i.  337.  389-90. 
"dialectical"  opposition  of  contra 
dictory  propositions,  ii.  93-4. 
table  of,  i.  413. 

Order,  i.  243  et  seqq.  259  et  seqq.  279  et 


ii.  15-9.  75.  152.  253.  280. 

of  demonstration  and  of  discovery, 

ii.  119. 

of  existence.     See  Nature  and  His 
tory. 

of  perception.    See  Perceptual  order. 

of  thought.     See  Conceptual  order. 
Organ,  i.  68.  264.  276. 
Organism,  i.  90. 116.     And  see  Nervous 

Organism. 
Organon  (for  Literce  Humaniores),  i. 

94. 
Origin,  i.  177.  207. 

ii   (ex  nihilo)  155. 

of  consciousness  generally,  and  of  a 

particular  consciousness,  i.  102. 

ii.  167. 

of  nexus  generally,  i.  437. 

of  physical  matter,  ii.  59  et  seqq.  167. 
cia-iot.    See  Essence  ;  Substance. 


Pain,  i.  262.  265.  286.  398-9. 

ii.  251-3. 
Parcimony  (law  of),  i.  114.  296  et  seqq. 

316  et  seqq.  375. 
PARMENIDES,  i.  138  438-40. 
Pars  pro  toto,  ii.  159.  162- 
Partial  identity,     See  Identity. 
Particular,  i.  247.  322,  348.  377.  419- 

21. 

ii.  14-5.  70.  76-7.  115. 118-9. 158. 163. 

171.  214.  228-30. 
Passivity,  i.  292. 
Past.  Present,  and  Future,  i.  253  et  seqq. 

367  et  seqq.  440. 

ii.  17.  134.  135-6.   139.  156.  159-60. 

163-70.  216-8. 

future  already  taken  place,  ii.  156. 

167. 
Perception,  i.  107.  126  et  seqq.  159  et 

seqq.  168.  181.  182.  196.  235  et  seqq. 

247  et  seqq.  255  et  seqq.  260  et  seqq. 

VOL.  II. 


273  et  seqq.  278-9.  288  et  seqq.   309 
et  seqq.  366.  379-80.  412.  423-4.  434. 
ii.  11. 14.  27  et  seqq.  38-9.  82  et  seqq. 
138.   144.   165.   184.   196.   197.   206. 
229. 

reflective  perception.  See  Reflection . 
Percepts,  i.  80.  126  et  seqq.  186.  206. 
270.  273  et  seqq.  278-9.  288  et  seqq. 
294  et  seqq.  314.  321  et  seqq.  330.  331 
et  seqq.  353.  359-60.  361  et  seqq.  385 
et  seqq.  406.  421. 

ii.  11.  14-5.  16-8.  20.  22.  39.  58.  75. 
82  et  seqq.  95.  97. 102.  106-7. 108.  111. 
112-3. 114.  145. 147-9. 164. 196.  212-3. 
221.  249. 

Perceptual  order,  i.  301  et  seqq.  305  et 
seqq.  310.  321  et  seqq.  329  et  seqq.  338 
et  seqq.  358-60.  361  et  seqq.  379-80. 
385  et  seqq.  393.  403.  422.  436. 
ii.  16-8.  75.  76.  81.  106-7.  132.  136. 
145. 152. 
Percipient,  ii.  39.  156-7.  256.    And  see 

Subject. 

Percipere  means  esse,  false,  ii.  38-9. 
Per  se  notum,  i.  70. 

Person,  Personality,  i.  106.   108.  115. 
371-2. 

ii.  32.  50.  254-7.  274.  276.  277-80. 
288. 

Personifying  tendency,  i.  206.  371-2. 
Petitio  principii  (in  Syllogism),  i.  343. 

348-9. 

Phenomena,  i.  100.  122-5.  163  et  seqq. 
(defined)  168.  208-9.  239.  338  et  seqq. 
ii.  3  et  seqq.  7.  22.  41  et  seqq.  89.  92. 
93-8.  99  et  seqq.  113.  126.  145-6.  197. 
212-3.  222.  228.  249.  254.  262-3.  271- 
3. 
Phenomenal  aspect,  ii.  103.  108.  144. 

146-7.  152.  245. 

Phenomenal  existence,  i.  81.  125.  163 
et  seqq.  198  et  seqq.  244.  310. 
ii.  81.  226.  254.  271-3. 
Philosophy,  i.  29.  32  et  seqq.  75.  201. 
206.  219  et  seqq.  223.  243.  267.  421-2. 

435-7.  440. 

ii.  37-8.  53.  55  et  seqq.  64-6.  70-2. 101. 

133.  176.  180.  189.  207.  230-1.  238-9. 

242.  269-71.  279-80.  288-91. 

analytic,    constructive,  and  science, 

ii.  260.  267. 

beginning  of.     See  Beginning. 

Church  philosophy,  ii.  173  et  seqq. 

177-9. 

English  school  of,  i.  58.  65.  74. 197. 

239.  358. 

Kantian  school  of,  i.  291. 

in  the  individual  and  in  the  race,  i. 

48-9.  115.  138. 

philosophy    of   Reflection,    ii.    177. 

235-6.  285-6.  288-91. 

popular  philosophy,  ii.  213. 

Sensational  school  of,  i.  291. 

speculative  and  practical,  ii.  250.  254. 

275. 
Philosophy  and  Science,  i.  45.  49.  68. 

75.  85-6.  97.  102.  106.  119.  133.  140. 
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148.  150.  155.  164.  184.  188.  201.  221. 

225  at  seqq.  267.  369.  414.  421-2.  432 

et  seqq.  435-7.  440. 

ii.  23.  37-8.  53.  55  et  seqq.  64-6.  67. 

70-2.  101.  105. 112. 128. 132. 133. 144. 

161.   193.   234-6.    242.   269-71.    287. 

288-91. 

iu  relation  with    psychology.      See 

Psychology. 
Physic,  Physical,  i.  4.  40.  134.  266-7. 

272.  299.  319.  405.  437. 

ii.  25.  31.  61.  71.  74.  77.  262-4.  265-7. 

273-6. 

Physical  world.     See  Material  world. 
Phvsiology,i.  56.  267.  279.  285  et  seqq. 

293 

ii.  17-8.  61.  71.  77  8.  246-7.  264. 
PLATO  (PLATONIC  &c.),  i.  74.  183.  314. 

318.  327-8.  338.  360-1. 

ii.  12.  67.  204.  227.  279. 
Pleasure,!.  262.  265.  285-7.  293  et  seqq. 

305.  398-9. 

ii.  251-3. 

of  feeling,  i.  293-4.  305. 

of  knowing,  i.  293-4. 
Plenum,  i.  271. 
Plurality,  ii.  82. 

Po  try,  Poets,  i.  22.  62.  305-6.  332. 
Point  of  view  doctrine,  i.  11. 

ii.  156.     And  see  Kespect. 
POLLOCK  (F),  ii.  127.8. 
VM$  5ra^«y/veT<x< ;    See  Cause. 
Po  iting,  i.  72. 123.  210.  230-1.  314. 

ii.  32. 
Positive    content    &c.  i.  394-6.  400-1. 

403-4.  415.  426. 

ii.  134. 
Positive  Philosophy.   Positivists,  i.  23. 

37.  96.  133.  150. 

Comtian  Positivism,  i.  23.  29.  36.  91. 

96  note. 

ii.  173. 

English  Positivism,  i.  29.  91. 

ii.  173. 

Possibility  (logic  of).     See  Logic. 
Possible  and  Impossible  to  thought  i. 

422  et  seqq.  428-30. 
Possible  existence,  i.  50.  79.  89.  208. 

213.  367-8.  414  et  seqq, 

ii.  64.  228.  264.  276. 
Possible  percepts,  i.  367-8. 

ii.  64.  159. 
Possible  to  be  or  not  to  be,  i.  416-9.  422 

et  seqq.  429-30. 
Post-Kantian,  i.  158.  231.  245.  439. 

ii.  18.  26. 
Postulates  of  Logic,  i.  46.  221.  347.  353. 

365.  377  et  seqq.  381  tt  seqq.  385  etseqq. 

387  et  seqq.  435. 

ii.  21.  22.  32.  1028.  108-11.  11821. 

123-4.  131-3.  134et*eqq.  146.  147-53. 

171.  222.  233.  237-40.  242.  245-6.  249. 

251.  261-2. 
Potential,  i.  129.  416-19.  422  el  seqq. 

ii.  12.  86  note.  253. 
Power,  i.  164.  296.  300. 

ii.  27-30.  154.  158.  224.  226.  271. 


Practical,  i.  46. 

Practical  purposes,  i.  58.  65.  92.  197. 

234.  254.  264. 

ii.  150.  153.  248. 
Practical  Reason  and  Reasoning,  i.  213. 

294. 

ii.  271.  276-7.  278.  282-3. 
PRANTL  (C),  i.  311-21. 
Predicable,  i.  326  et  seqq.   329.  338  et 

seqq.  397.  406. 

ii.  35. 
Predication,   i.   327.    335.  337  et  seqq. 

353  et  seqq.  359.  376  et  seqq.  385  et 

seqq. 

ii.  137.  140. 
Predicate,  i.  128.  331.  332  et  seqq.  337. 

353  et  seqq.  389  et  seqq. 

ii.  38-9.  83.  137-8.  140  et  seqq.  145. 

250. 

Preface  (advantage  of),  i.  1. 
Pre-Kantian,  i.  121.  210.  213. 

ii.  (pre-critical)  124.  267. 
Premisses,  i.  154.  278.  340  et  seqq.  343 

et  seqq.  354.  390. 

ii.  89.  97-8.  104-5. 140.  217. 
Present,  i.  252.  261  et  seqq. 

ii.  134.  219. 

Present,  past,  and  future.     See  Past. 
Presentation,  i.  32.  168.  169.  172.  264. 

270.  274  et  seqq.  280  et  seqq.  296.  304. 

309.    367  et  seqq.   404.   415.    420-1. 

(moment  of)  423.  436.  440. 

ii.   16-7.  26.  63-4.  77.  108.  114.  137. 

146-7.  148-9.  168.  170.  212-3.  218-21. 

222.  245.  257. 
Presentation  and  Representation,  i.  32. 

135.  261  et  seqq.  270.  274  et  seqq.  280 

et  seqq.  288  et  seqq.  296.  404. 

ii.  16-8.  26.  63-4.  77.  81. 120. 137. 149. 

170.  217-21. 

Priesthood  of  Humanity,  i.  357. 
Pi  jests,  ii.  234. 

Primary  consciousness.  See  Conscious 
ness. 
Primary,  secundo-piimary,  properties 

of  bodies.     See  Properties. 
Principia  convenientice,  ii.  124. 
Principium  individuationis,  i.  313  et 

seqfr 

Principium  reflexivum,  ii.  182-3. 
Privatives,  i.  379.  406-10.  413.  428.  430. 
Probable,  Probability,  i.  417.  430-1. 
Probabilities  (theory  of),  i.  431-2. 
Problems  (of  philosophy),  i.  219  el  seqq. 

273,  279.  339.  372. 

ii.  80-1.  99.  122.  168-9.  286.  288-9. 

See  Constructive  Branch    (its  pro 
blems). 

Problematic- concept,  i.  180. 
Product,  i.  270.  325. 

ii.  23-5.  102.  228. 
Proof,  i.  427. 

ii.  150-1.  177.  183. 

apagogic  proof,  i.  199.  203.  427. 

ii.  131. 

theory  of,  i.  154.  See  Demonstration ; 

"Verification. 
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Properties  : 

primary,  secondary,  secundo-primary 

properties  of  bodies,  i.  402. 

ii.  71. 

static,      dynamic,      statico- dynamic 

properties  of  bodies,  i.  402. 

ii.  71. 

properties  (in  Scholasticism),  ii.  200. 

204.     See  Qualities. 
Propositions,  i.   128.   305.  328.  331   ct 

seqq.  333  et  seqq.  337.  353  et  seqq.  364. 

385  et  seqq. 

ii.  38-9.  121.  137-8. 

identical  propositions.  See  Identical. 
Proprietates  terminorum,  i.  316. 
Psychologist,  i.  232. 
Psychology,  i.  116.  173.  232.  237-8.  256 

et  seqq. 

ii.  13  47-8.  55  et  seqq.  58  et  seqq.  65-6. 

71-4.  75  et  seqq.  79-80. 168.  242.  247-9. 

260.  285.  ^ 

ii.  31.  64.  79-80.  285. 

psychological  condition  of  feeling,  i. 

253.  285. 
Psychology  in  relation  to  philosophy, 

L  51  et  seqq.  64.  71.  75.  116.  140.  225 

et  seqq.  232.  234  et  seqq.  237-8.  256  et 

seqq.  260  et  seqq.  269  et  seqq.  285  ct 

seqq. 

ii.  17-8.  25-6.  47-8.  53.  55  et  seqq.  58 

et  seqq.  65-6.  71-4.  75  et  seqq.  79-80. 

140.  242.  247-9.  260-1. 
Pure,  i.  43.  200.  232-3.  260-1.  292.  412. 

422. 

ii.  9.  11-2.  18.  39.  102.  107.  113.  117. 

164.  285. 
Purpose,  i.  291  et  seqq.  298.  304. 

ii.  20.  103.  156.  251.  277. 
Puzzles,  i.  82.  423. 

ii.  26.  80.  83.  87.  88. 

Q 

Quality,  i.  258.  274.  336.  365.  395. 

of  propositions  or  judgments,  i.  390. 
Qualities,  i.  163.  386.  398. 
ii.  10-3.  15.  25.  70  et  seqq.  76-8.  79. 
115.  241.     See  Properties. 
Quantification,  i.  257.  270. 
iu  predication.   See  Quantity  in  pre 
dication. 
Quantity,  i.  39.   43.  379.  395.  396  et 

seqq. 

ii.  11.  97-8.  113-4. 
Quantity  in  predication,  logical  terms, 

&c.  i.    337.  340  et  seqq.  343  et  seqq. 

348  etseqq.  355  etseqq.  389-90. 
Questions: 

How?i.  81.  186.274.372. 

ii.  209. 

How    comes  ;    what    makes?      See 

Cause. 

That?    Whether?  i.    73.  177.    232. 

421.  424. 

ii.  146.  177-8.  184-5.  186-7.  226. 

What  ?    See  Whatness. 


What?  and  Whether?  i.  421.    424. 

430.  431-2. 

What    makes  ;     how    comes?      See 

Cause. 

Why,  whence,  whither?  i.  81.  185-6. 

372. 

ii.  23. 

R 

Ratio  sufficiens.  See  Sufficient  Reason. 
Rational  Mechanic.     See  Mechanic. 
Rationalising  a  psychological  myth,  ii. 

247. 

Reaction,  i.  292  et  seqq. 
Real,  i.  121.  122  3.  174.  200.  246.  282. 
310.  312.  322.  339.  359-60.  367.  370-1. 
ii.  31.  59-61.  76.  78. 114-5.  157. 195-6. 
206.  212-3.  235. 

Realism,  i.   121.  183.  209.  310  et  seqq. 
318.  322.  324.  359. 
ii.  180. 

Real- principle,  i.  69.  246.  339. 
ii.  76.  178-9.  184-6.  187-9.  193.  204. 
211.  213. 

Reasoning,  i.  266.  277  et  seqq.  (practical 
and  theoretical)  294.  308  et  seqq.  332 
et  seqq.  352-3.  357  et  seqq.  362  et  seqq. 
(denned)  375.  376  et  seqq.  389.  404. 
434. 

ii.  13  et  seqq.  17-9.  95.  99-105.  135. 
140 etseqq.  149.  200.  221-2.  262.  276-8. 
apagogic  and  ostensive,  i.  427.  428. 
430. 

Receptivity,  i.  235. 

Redintegration,  i.  151.  (denned)  264. 
273  et  seqq.  289  et  seqq.  366.  375.  403. 
ii.  149.  243. 

spontaneous  redintegration,  i.  273  et 
seqq.  278  et  seqq.  289  et  seqq.  303  el 
seqq.  328.  359.  362.  376.  379-80.  385 
et  seqq. 

ii.  17-8.  75.  76. 

voluntary   redintegration,    i.  273   et 
seqq.  278.  289  et  seqq.  297  et  seqq.  303 
et  seqq.  325  et  seqq.  328.  331  et  seqq. 
361  et  seqq.  379-80. 
ii.  16-8.  75.  76. 

voluntary  redintegration  in  primary 
and  direct  consciousness,  i.  297  et 
seqq.  321. 

the  expedients  open  to  voluntary 
redintegration,  i.  297  et  seqq.  303  et 
seqq.  308.  321. 

Reductio  ad  impossibile,  ad  absurd  urn. 
See  Reasoning  apagogic  and  osteiuive. 
Reflection,  i.  5.  8.  12.  20.  49.  69.  78. 
85.  83.  100  et  seqq.  107  et  seqq.  114  it 
seqq.  128. 137.  138. 140. 147.  149.  15-'. 
159  182.  188.  208.  209.  214.  220.  221. 
223-4.  228  et  seqq.  253.  264.  303.  35(5. 
360.  361  et  seqq.  366  et  seqq.  369. 
435-40 

ii.  3  et  seqq.  20  et  seqq.  31-2  33-5. 
36-40.  45-6.  r>3-:>.  63-4.  70.  J»7.  188. 
171.  173.  177-9.  182-3.  810-2,  218. 
226.235-6.237-40.  L'41  2.  254-ft  257-8, 
272.  280.  284.  287.  2SS-'.M. 
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its  differentia,  i.  111. 

its  method,  i.  57.  67.  88.  100  et  seqq. 

107  et  seqq.  114  et  seqq.  132.  133.  137. 

150.  155.  161.  165.  186. 199.  205.  207. 

239  et  seqq.  242  et  seqq.  255.  275.  335. 

361  et  seqq. 

ii.  3  etseqq.  8. 133-4. 177-9. 195.  212-3. 

222.  239-40.  242.  254-6.  288-91. 
Reflectionist,  i.  226. 
Reflective  conception  and  concepts,  i. 

361  et  seqq.  366  et  seqq.  414.  417. 

ii.  3. 

Reflective  emotion,  ii.  277-9. 
Reflective  perception  and  percepts,  i. 

160.  361  et  seqq.  366  et  seqq. 

ii.  4.  5.  11.  97.  195.  226.  229.  235-6. 

237-40.  246.  286.  288. 
Regress  in  infinitum,  ii.  89.  93-8. 
REINHOLD  (K.  L),  i.  213. 
Relations,  i.  257.  259-60.  271-2.  294  et 

seqq.  299  et  seqq.  331  et  seqq.  367.  375  et 

seqq.  379-80.  386.  408.  410.  417. 

ii.  11.  35.  65-6.  67.  73-4.  76-8.  106-7. 

108-9.   141  et  seqq.  208.  223-4.  243. 

251  note.  260.  267. 

of  objects  to   consciousness,  and  of 

objects    to    other  objects  of  know 
ledge,  i.  10.  109.  115.  126.  130.  278. 

294.  301.  321.  331.  375.  417. 

ii.  59.  70.  157. 
Relative  terms,  i.  208-9.  379-80.  406-10. 

413.  430. 

ii.  152. 
Relativity  (of  existence),  i.  73. 167. 193. 

between  objects,  ii.  86. 
Religion,  i.  20.  93.  94.  202.  213.  373-4. 

ii.  230-2.  278-81.  290. 
Religion  of  JESUS  CHRIST,  ii.  279. 
' '  Remote  object."    See  Object. 
Renaissance  (the),  i.  319-20. 

ii.  180. 
Repetition,  i.  263-5.  273  et  seqq.  279. 

302. 

ii.  17.  137.  143.  145-6.  161. 
Representation,  i.  32.   151.    168.    169. 

172.  182.  235  et  seqq.  257  et  seqq.  274 

et  seqq.  280  et  seqq.  301.  403.  415. 

ii.  16.  137.  143.  349.  156.  170.  200-1. 

212-3.  217-21.  278.     And  see  Presen 
tation  and  representation. 
Resistance  of  solids.    See  Matter  (phy 
sical). 
Respect,  i.  262.  393.  394-5.  399.  405-6. 

ii.  17.  75.  83.  86.  97.  109.  137.  141  et 

seqq.  156.  259.  273. 
Responsibility,  ii.  155. 
Rest,  i.  404-5. 

ii.  82-8. 
Revelation,  ii.  174-6.  177-8.  180.  230. 

280. 
Roman  Catholicism,  i.  357. 

ii.  174.  179. 
ROSCELIN,  i.  312. 
Rudiments,  i.  251  et  seqq.  260  et  seqq. 

268  et  seqq.  278  et  seqq.  286. 

ii.  14. 


S 

Sameness,  i.  273.  274  et  seqq.  279. 

ii.  82.  140  et  seqq.  144-6.  148-9'.  151. 

159.  161.  165.  262. 

in  kind  and  in  number,  i.  274-5.  365. 

ii.  142-3.  144-6.  148-9.  165.  200. 

in  magnitude,  i.  364-5. 
Sanction,  ii.  231.  280-1. 
Scala  Generum.     See  Generic  Scale. 
"  Scattered  sensation"  theory,  ii.  15-8. 
Scepticism,  i.  239.  247. 

ii.  80.  81.  105.  216. 

two  sorts  of  it,  i.  13.  213. 

Critical  scepticism,  i.  212-3.  246. 
SCHBLLING  (F.  W.  J),  i.  77.  162.  210. 

ii.  33-5.  126. ' 
Schema,  Scheme,  i.  280.  322. 

artificial  scheme,  i.  398.  407. 
Scholasticism,  i.  3iO  et  seqq.  318  et  seqq. 

360-1. 

ii.  179-214.  228. 

modern  Scholasticism,  ii.  176-9.  180- 

214.  228. 
SCHOPENHAUER  (A),  i.  16.  17.  77.  210. 

231. 

ii.  126.  234.  284. 
Science,  i.  6.  55.  80.  82.  134.  150. 166. 

188.    225  et  seqq.    266.    271-2.    299. 

378-9.    403.    405.    409  et  seqq.    414. 

421-2.  433.  437.  440. 

ii.   11.  18-9.  38.  54.  57,  59  et  seqq. 

64.  70  et  seqq.  109.  114-5.  117-8.  150. 

162.    193.   261-3.    264.    265.   269-71. 

279-80. 

science  docens  and  utens,  i.  34. 

science  in  relation  to  philosophy,  i. 

29.  32  et  seqq.  137.  141.  319.  378-9. 

403.  414.  42L-2.  433.  437.  440. 

ii.  18-9.  23.  25-6.  54.  57.  59  et  seqq. 

64.  67.  70  et  seqq.  132-3.  144.  161-2. 

166-8.   193.   234-6.   260-3.   264.  265. 

269-71. 
Sciences,  how  distinguished  from  one 

another,  i.  55.  97. 

ii.  9.  70.  72-4. 

exact  sciences,  i.  407. 
Scientia  Possibiliam,  i.  86.  435. 
Scientist,  i.  97.  103.  133  et  seqq.  141. 

144.  149-50.  153  et  seqq.  177.  186  et 

seqq.  201.  239. 

ii.    105.   106.    112.   117.   132.   144-6. 

150-3.  158.  177.  183.  242.  249. 
SCOTUS.    See  ERIGENA  ;  DUNS  SCOTUS. 
Scotists,  i.  314. 

Second  Intention.     See  Intentions. 
Secondary,   secando-primary,    proper 
ties  of  bodies.     See  Properties. 
Seen  world.     See  Actual  World. 
Self,  i.  11.  110. 112.  113.  148.  163.  211. 

ii.  50.  157.  256. 

self-cognition,    ii.    181-7.    198.   211. 

214. 

self -consciousness,   i.    49.    74.    100. 

107.  113.  151.  159.  211-2. 

ii.  181-7.  255.  287. 

self-contradictory,  i.  427. 
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ii.  229. 

self-determination,  ii.  156-7. 

self-evident,  i.  377. 

ii.  186.  195.  216.  219.  221. 

self-existent,  ii.  37.  223. 

self-manifestation,  power  of,  ii.  27-31. 

209-10.  286. 

self-preservation,  i.  287. 
e-r.uK^ti*  TI.  See  Meaning. 
Sensation,  i.  43.  66.  151.  225.  235  et 

seqq.  255.  257  et  seqq.  265  et  seqq.  275 

et  seqq.  297  et  seqq.  399.  404. 

ii.    13-5.   16.    41  et  seqq.  49  et  seqq. 

61-4.  72-4.  77-8. 107.  108.  111.  146-7. 

148-9. 188. 190-2.  201.  202.  264.  273-5. 

inner  sense,  i.  151.  225. 

inverted  incidence  of  visual  objects 

on  the  retina,  i.  282. 

nerye-sensation,  of  effort  or  tension 

(Innervationsgefiihl),   i.  292  et  seqq. 

ii.  58-63. 

sense  of  freedom,  i.  11. 

ii.  156-7. 

sight,  visual  sensation,  i.  282.  433. 

ii.  16.  50.  53. 

sight,   touch,   muscular,   and  nerve 

sensation,  i.  44.   265  et  seqq.  292  et 

seqq. 

ii.  6.  17.  43.  58-63.  79-80.  167.  240-5. 

265. 

touch,  tactual  sensation,  i.  282. 

ii.  58-63. 
Sensations  depending  on,  distinct  from 

subjective  aspect  o/,  a  nerve-process, 

ii.  43-6.  47-8.  49-51.  55-9.  61-5. 
Sensibility,  Sentience,  i.  109.  252. 

ii.  50.  107.  170.  222.  241. 

internal  and  external,  i.  264. 

ii.  50.  53. 
Separability,  i.  54.  106.  240. 

ii.  152.  230. 
Separate,   Separation,  i.  115.  117.  142. 

144.  240.  275.  328.  335.  437.  439. 

ii.  22-3.  33-5.  43.  46.  57.  69.  72.  99. 

101.    106.    108.    111.    130-1.     (ready 

known)  138.    152.    177.    179.  191-3. 

199.  207-8.  218.  219.  222.  226-7,  227-8. 

230.  242.  246-50.  279.  285. 
Separatist,  i.  239-40.  254.  336-7.  349. 

351.  437.  439. 

ii.  192.  193.  249. 
Separative,  i.  120. 
Sequence,  i.  44.  248  et  seqq.  2CO  et  seqq. 

373  et  seqq.  280  et  seqq.  289  et  seqq. 

359.  375  et  seqq.  433. 
ii.  15-6. 17.  59-60.  82.  93.  108. 165-70. 
237.  243. 
Sequent,  i.  297-300. 

ii.  165-70. 

Setzung.     See  Positing. 
SHAIRP  (J.  C),  i.  18. 
Sight.     See  Sensation. 
Similarity,  i.  251.  296  et  seqq. 

ii.  145. 

Similars,  i.  297  et  seqq.  308  et  seqq.  321 
et  seqq.  412-3. 
ii.  137.  153.  200. 


Simple    consciousness,    i.    101.  362  tt 

seqq.  366  et  seqq.  369-70.   414.   421. 

435-6. 

ii.  3-4.  18.  39.  53.  68. 
Simultaneity,  i.  250  et  seqq.  260  et  seqq. 

439. 

ii.  42-3.  80.  88. 
Singular  (names,   terms),  i.  306.  322. 

385. 

objects,  i.  309  et  seqq.  322.  385. 
SMITH  (WILLIAM),  i.  5. 
Solidity  of  bodies.     See  Matter  (phy 
sical). 
Soul,  i.  51.  115. 140. 163.  225.  (defined) 

226. 

ii.  184.  188.  195.  258. 
Source : 

of  being,  i.  207-8.  211. 

ii.  40.  59.  61.  63.  230.  250. 

of  knowledge,  i.  211.  220-1.  224.  235. 

244.  284.  365.  376-7. 

ii.  22-3.  40.  59.  61.  100-1.  193.  207. 

250.  283. 
Space,  i.  39.  44.  125.  228.  232.  237.  259. 

265  et  seqq.  271-2.  277  et  seqq.  301-2. 

375.  397-8.  400-1. 

ii.  6-7.  8-9.  13.  16.  22-3.  60.  69.  88  et 

seqq.  117.  (is  it  a  condition  ?)  126-31. 

148-9.  164-9.  171. 189.  233.  237.  240-5. 

249.  254.  258.  265.  266.  273. 

dimensions  of,  i.  265  et  seqq. 

ii.  243-5. 

division  ad  intra,  ii.  80.  88  et  seqq. 

95.  148-9. 

extension  ad  extra,  ii.  80. 88  et  seqq.  95. 

fourth  dimension  of,  i.  80. 

ii.  166.  167.  243-5.  265. 

limits  of  the  world  in  space.     See 

Antinomies. 

mathematical  space  an  ens  imagina- 

rium,  i.  268  et  seqq.  272 

mathematical,  figured,  space,  i.  268 

et  seqq.  302. 

ii.  114.  243. 

metaphysical,    unfigured,    space,   i. 

80.  268  et  seqq.  302. 

space-element,  i.  43.  267  et  seqq.  269 

et  seqq.  277  et  seqq.  301-2. 

ii.  6-7. 

space  furnishes  the  logic  of  time,  ii. 

164.  243. 

space  not  the  objective  element,  ii. 

22-3.  242. 

solid  extension,  i.  266  et  seqq. 

ii.  58-63. 

superficial  extension,  i.  265  et  seqq. 

433. 

See  Elements  formal  and  material. 
Special  (invariable)  conditions  of  phe 
nomena,  ii.  150-2. 
Specialisation,  i.  309-10.  410. 
Species,  i  324.  325  et  seqq.  394.  412-3. 

ii.  10-3.  201-2. 

natural  species,  i.  324. 
Speculative  or  theoretical  philosophy, 

it  250. 
SPENCER  (HERBERT),  i.  30.  60.  66.  77. 
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98. 119-21.  124. 187-9. 196. 201-2.  206. 

302.  402.  425-6.  433-4. 

ii.  72-4.  101-2.  173.  273. 
SPINOZA,  i.  27.  77.  164.  212.  408. 

ii.  191. 

Spirit,  i.  163.  176. 

Spirit  of  the  Whole,  ii.  271. 283-4.  285. 
Spiritual  attributes,  ii.  278.  282. 

existents,  ii.  267.  270. 

world,  ii.  31. 

Spontaneity,  i.  235.  242.  249.  286. 
Spontaneous  redintegration.     See  Re 
dintegration. 
Static,  i.  12.  163  et  seqq.  252.  289  et 

seqq.  300.  370-1. 

ii.  5.  68.  81  et  seqq.  109. 122. 135.  243- 

4.  249-50.  275.  284. 

static,  statico- dynamic,  properties  of 

bodies.     See  Properties. 
Statistics,  i.  432. 
Stimulus,  i.  253.  257  et  seqq.  269  etseqq. 

276  et  seqq.  293. 

ii.  18.  44. 

STIRLING  (J.  H),  i.  231. 
Sub-feeling,  i.  250  et  seqq.  270-1. 

ii.  14. 
Subject   (of  propositions),  i.  128.  332 

et  seqq.  354  et  seqq.  381  et  seqq.  385  et 

seqq.  406-8. 

ii.  39.  137.  140  et  seqq.  145.  250. 
Subject,  i.  72.  106.  113.  140. 171  etseqq. 

211.  212.  229  et  seqq.  232.  276.  317. 

ii.  20.  32.  33-5.  37  40.  184-6.  254-6. 

257. 
Subjective  analysis.     See  Analysis. 

aspect.     See  Aspect  (subj.  and  obj.). 

states,  nearest  to  consciousness,  when 

consciousness  begins,  i.  48. 
Subjectivity,  i.  21.  42.  92. 108. 141. 146. 

213.  223.  317.  357.  429. 

ii.  7-8.  50.  117.  166-7.  240.  242. 
Substance,  i.  163.  212.  224.  225  et  seqq. 

231.  310.  330.  359-60.  372. 

ii.  8.  11-3.  27.  31-2.  182-4.  186-9. 193. 

198-206.  211-2.  214.  247.  258.  286. 
Substantive,  i.  418.  425. 

ii.  10.  203. 

in  grammar,  i.  330-1. 382. 385-6. 388-9. 
Substratum,  i.  50.  67.  163.  225  et  seqq. 

334. 

ii.  81.  187-9.  247. 
Succession.     See  Sequence. 
Sufficient  Reason,  ii.  109-10.  115. 

cognoscendi,  ii.  111. 

existendi,  ii.  111.  129.  142  et  seqq. 

SUMMA  [four    propositions    added   in 

going  through  the  Press],  ii.  292. 
Supernatural,  i.  215. 

ii.  96.  154.  158-9.  177. 
Super-position,  i.  275. 
Suppositio,  i.  316. 
Supra- scientific,  i.  167. 
Surroundings,  i.  274  et  seqq. 

ii.  150.  220-1. 
Syllogism,  i.  326.  327.  334.  339  et  seqq. 

343  et  seqq.  348  et  seqq.  352.  410. 


ii.  102.  119-20.  222. 
Syllogistic  canons,  ii.  215-6.  222. 
SYLVESTER  (J.  J),  i.  411-2. 
SYMONDS  (J.  A),  i.  438. 
Syngeny.     See  Generic  scale. 
Synolon,  i.  330. 

ii.  10-3. 

Synthesis,  i.  228.  248. 
Synthetic,  i.  224. 

judgments;  a  priori  judgments.    See 

Judgments. 
Systems,  i.  8.  23.  27.  31.  405. 

ii.  177. 

ontological  systems,  i.  77.  185. 

present  system  (the),  i.  1.  5. 

ii.  66.  189.  285-6. 

six  facets  presented  by  it,  i.  7. 

use  of  systems,  i.  31-2.185.  342. 

ii.  126. 

watershed  of  philosophical  systems, 

ii.  21. 

T 

Tactual  sensation.     See  Sensation. 
TAYLOR  (ISAAC),  ii.  260.  266. 
Teleology,  ii.  111.  253.  254.  274-7. 
TELESIO  (BERNARDINO),  i.  61.  63.  319. 
TENNYSON  (A),  i.  49.  306. 
Tension,  i.  151.  292  et  seqq. 
Terminism,  i.  66.  318-9. 
Terminus  a  quo  and  ad  quern,  i.  250. 

ii.  253. 
Terms  (in  judgments),  i.  128.  364. 

ii.  140. 
Testing  power  of  Logic,  i.  356-7. 

ii.  18.  120.  140.  149. 
Tests.     See  Criterion. 
That  ?    Thatness.     See  Questions. 
'  That  which'  in  definitions,  ii.  8. 
Theologian,  ii.  105.  280.  289. 
Theology,  i.  4.  5.  83.  319-20. 

ii.  280-1. 
Theoretic  or  speculative  philosophy,  ii. 

250. 
The  Theory  of  Practice,  referred  to,  i. 

1.  2.  282.  283. 

ii.  41.  65.  250  note.  262.  277.  289. 
Theosophy,  ii.  289. 
Things,  i.  106.  111.  114 etseqq.  251.  298. 

299.  328.  335-7. 

ii.  70.  81.  112-3.  144.  196.  207-8.  209- 

10. 
Things-in-themselves,  i.  162  et  seqq.  165 

et  seqq.  (defined)  168  ;  177  ;  207.  186. 

198.  201.  204.  209  el  seqq.  219.  231  et 

seqq.  239.  259.  322.  440. 

ii.  89-90.  93-4.  95-9.  125-6.  130.  333. 

177.  179.  196  7.  271.  282-3. 
'Third  thing, 'ii.  13.  191. 
Thisness,  i.  314. 

Thomists,  i.  313.  315  et  seqq.  322. 
Thought,  i.  109.  126  et  seqq.  166.  246-7. 

248.  251.  264.  270.  301.  315.  325.  357. 

379-80.  387.  389.  393.  404.  412.  421. 

422  et  seqq. 

ii.  16.  75.  105.  111.  112-3.  119.  144. 

149.  161.  180. 187. 188.  200.  202.  207- 

8.  209-10.  229.  234.  250.  252.  286. 
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Threshold   (of   consciousness),  i.   250. 

280.  292-3. 

ii.  14. 

of  philosophy,  ii.  206. 
ri  to-™ ;  See  Whatness. 
TI  a"yi/u,»!vii ;  See  Meaning. 
TO  T',  5f»  ir»«.,  ii.  10.  12.  19. 
Tilting  with  extinguishers,  i.  15. 
Time,  i.  39.  125.  120.  128. 159.  228.  232. 

236-7.  250  et  seqq.  258  et  seqq.  271-2. 

277  et  seqq.  289.  301-2.  333.  366  et 

seqq.  375  etseqq.  378  etseqq.  397-8.  400- 

1.  436. 

ii.  6-7.  8-9.  13.  16.  60.  69.  81-8.  88  et 

seqq.  117.  (is  it  a  condition  ?)  126-31. 

148-9.  163-70.  171.  189.  233.  237.  240. 

243-4.  249.  254.  265.  273.  275. 

4  absolute  time, '  ii.  87.  163. 

limits  of  the  world  in  time.     See 

Antinomies. 

mathematical  time  an  ens  imagina- 

rium,  i.  272. 

ii.  163. 

second  dimension  of  time,  Ii.  265. 

time-element,  i.  43.  250  et  seqq.  269 

et  seqq.  277  el  seqq.  301-2. 

ii.  6-7. 

time  not  the  fourth   dimension  of 

space,  ii.  243-4. 

time- picture,  i.  259. 

ii.  241. 

time-point,  i.  253.  261  et  seqq. 

ii.  82  et  seqq.  148. 

time-thread  (in    redintegration),   i. 

375  et  seqq. 

ii.  136-7.  144.  243. 

And  see  Elements  formal  and  ma 
terial. 
Time  and  Space,  referred  to,  i.  1.  2.  6. 

7.  104.  113.  132.  267.  283. 

ii.  41.  64.  65.  289. 
Totality  (supposed  logical  law  of),  ii. 

89-90.  97. 

Touch.     See  Sensation. 
Transcend,    Transcendent,    i.    78.  80. 

91.  133.  168.  185.  360.  425. 

ii.  79.  96. 
Transcendental,  i.  179.  183.  209.  214. 

224.  225  et  seqq.  228  et  seqq.  232  et 

seqq.  237.  242.  244.  246.  272.  277. 

ii.  123.  206. 
Transverse  view,  i.  12.  370-1. 

ii.  135.  156.  159.  285. 
True,  i.  174.  200.  371.  403-4; 

ii.  103-4.  105-Y.  140.  146.  168.  195-6. 

208.  221.  223.  277. 
Truth,  i.  403-4.  438-40. 

ii.  100-1.  103.  105-7.  146.  168.  174. 

180-1.  193-6.  207-10.  (defined)  213-4. 

217-22.  223-7. 
TYNDALL  (J),  i.  304.  411. 
Type,  i.  324. 

U 

£>.u  and  /*«?<?>?  in  Aristotle,  ii.  9-15.  19. 
Ultimate  (notions,  elements, facts,  &c. ), 


i.  40.  45.  259.  268.  269.  284.  321.  328. 

376.  380.  395.  406.  433  4. 

ii.  5-9.  13.  19.  20.  26.  52-5.  88.  99. 

113.  114.  164.  194.  212.  246. 
Unattainable,  i.  178. 
Uncertain,  Uncertainty,  i.  417-8.  430 

et  seqq. 

ii.  194-5.  210.  246. 
Unconscious,  i.  399. 
Unconscious  reasoning,  i.  277. 
Uniformity  of  Nature,  i.  220-1. 

ii.  103-7.  108-9.    121.  122-53.  161-3. 

171.  233.  237-40.  242.  245-6.  254.  260- 

1. 

of  course  of  Nature,  ii.  108-10.  115- 

6.  121. 122-53. 161-3. 171.  233.  237-40. 

242.  245-6.  254.  260-1. 
Unit,  i.  39.  43.  299.  309.  343  et  seqq. 

389  et  seqq. 

ii.  87. 

of  consciousness,  and  of  physiology, 

i.  67. 
Unity,  i.  40.  228.  328.  439. 

ii.  82. 

Unity  of  function,  i.  184. 
Universal,  i.  339.  341.  367-8.  378.  414 

et  seqq.  419-20.  440. 

ii.  5.  10-3.  14-5.  20.  63.  69.  81.  103. 

122  et  seqq.  132  et  seqq.  152-3.  171. 

233.  237-40. 
Universality,  i.  233.  247.  370-1.  380. 

ii.  103.  105. 
Universals,  i.  183.  312  et  seqq. 

ii.  200-2. 
Universe,  i.  359-60.  370.  436.  441. 

ii.  34.  37.  69.  112.  145.  214.  234-5. 

245  6.  254-6.  258.  266-7.  274.  275.  285. 

et  seqq. 
Unknowable  (the},  i.  30.  186.  208. 

ii.  234.  271. 
Unknowable  existence,  i.    165-6.  178. 

207. 

ii.  173.  234.  271.  283. 
Unseen  Universe  (The],  i.  83. 

ii.  241.  262. 
Unseen  World,  i.  7.  23.  81  et  seqq.  198- 

9.  202.  213-5.  222.  227.  371  2. 

ii.  79  80.  171.  175.  178.  231-2.  233  et 

seqq.  237-45.  251-3.  254-6.  257-8.  259 

et  seqq.  264   et  seqq.   269-72.   273-7. 

281-3.  285  et  seqq. 
Untrue  existence.     See  Existence. 

inrioiHrioii   i.  360. 


Vacuum,  i.  271. 

Validity,  i.  141-2.  149.  202.  275.  435. 

ii.  113.  120.  122  et  seqq.  153.  171.  233 

et  seqq. 

Velocity,  ii.  88.  115.  168. 
VENN  (J),  i.  432. 
Verification,  i.  32.  82.  133  et  seqq.  137. 

143.  147.  149  50. 173.  263-5.  284.  302- 

3.  342.  364.  409. 

ii.  18.  21.  64.  87. 100.  104.  107-8. 109. 

114.  119-20.  148-9. 153.  212-3.  219-21. 

222. 
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Visual  sensation.     See  Sensation. 

Vividness,  i.  261  et  seqq.  284-6.  293. 
ii.  220. 

Volition,  i.  151.  278.  287.  291  et  seqq. 
331  et  seqq.  375.  376  et  seqq.  380. 
ii.  13. 17-8.  57.  65.  75. 103.  245  et  seqq. 
277.  278. 

Volume,  i.  39. 

Voluntary  redintegration.    See  Redin 
tegration. 

Vorstdlung.     See  Perception ;  Repre 
sentation. 

W 

WARD  (G.  W),  i.  254  et  seqq.  260.  274. 

ii.  157.  181.  215-27. 
Whatness.     Question  What  ?  i.  12.  39. 

41.  70.  71.  73.  81.  175. 177.  186.  225. 


229.  292  el  seqq.  370-1.  386.  421.  424. 
ii.  11.  19.  23.  26.  136.  146.  164.  177- 
8.  184-5.  226.  258.  282. 

Why,  Whence,  Whither?    See  Ques 
tions. 

WICLIF,  i.  213. 

Will,  i.  11.  231.  286.  291.  370-1. 
ii.  8.  157.  185.  195.  234.  283-4.  286. 

WILLIAM  OP  CHAMPEAUX,  i.  312. 

WOLFF  (CHR),  i.  74.  86.  178. 

World,  ii.  195.  226-30. 

Words.     See  Language. 

WORDSWORTH,  i.  18. 

WDNDT  (W),  i.  257-61. 


ZENO,  ii.  84-5. 
Zounds!  passim. 


THE  END. 
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